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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

STATE CIPlTOL 

SALEM OREGOn87310 1347 

December 14,1987 

Chuck Gralian 
Acting Forest Supervtsor 
Malheur National Forest 
139 NE Dayton Street 
John Day, OR 97845 

Dear Mr. Graham 

Active panicipatiun ln federal forest plannuig 1s a high pnortty for all Oregontans It IS 
esscntial rhiir rhc hopes, needs and idens of Oregonruls be mcorpornted lnto lhcse tmponant 
rcsourcc plais In that context, lhrs letter provides the State of Oregon's comments on the 
Malheur National Forest Draft Eiivuonniental lmpa~ t  Statement (DEW and Proposed h n d  
and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 

It IS anperatwe to the State of Oregon h a t  all federal Imd management plans be 
envlroiuneiitally sound and provide stable. predictable supplies of coniinodities and 
amenities The stale depends upon the Malheur National Forest for resources crmcal to 
Oregon's economy and environment These lands rovide a significant share of the 
eiiiployinent m Grant and Hamey count~es and of i e  revenues accruing to these counties 
In atldition. thc Form contains critical wdtcrsheds and big ~ A W  habitats, anadronlous fich 
streams wch as the John Day River mid 11s Inbutarm. wlldemess areas and recreedlion sites. 
and IS the home of a multitude of wildlife species 

The Slate's ObJeCtiVeS for tlie management of the Malheur NaUonal Forest are twofold I )  
that these Iwds be nunedged in ,m environmentally sound mmnerso thdt future generattons 
lime tlie sane oppnnuiiities we do to enjoy the bounty tlie I d s  c.m provide, and 2)  that 
ihese lantls produce tlie flow of economic benefits thdt they have traditionally provided 
Our comments here focus on evaluating your resource managemeiit plmning from ihese 
perspectives 

All affected Slate agencies have reviewed the DElS and LRMP In addttron. we hcld a 
poblrc meeting m John Day to hear. from the public. what Issues reimve IO the proposed 
Plm were of bpecd mierest This lcttcr and die dctalled agency dttaclunents highlight the 
State of Oregon's questions, concem, and recommendations on these documents Please 
consider them ui development of your Fmal Envuonmental Statenieiil 

Before sending this letter and the detded agency comments to you, we made chcm available 
for 
&nt issues and also many substantive lettcm suggesting improvunents. 

Three comments we received deserve speclal mention: 1) Dislress over our hadequam 
attention to the anadromous fishery in the John Day River dramage. We have made 
numerous additions to thw letter to overcome that problem 2) W o w  thu our request for the 
Forest to t&e a longer look a1 unevenaged management and growing bigger nduosapine 
trees. if unplcmented, could causc asrgnificanl decline tn the harvest level. r e  arc only 
requcstmg lnformation here so we can assess the tradwffs. We are not recommending any 
panicular policy 3) Concern that our criticrsm of the elk habitat model could cause the 
Forest 10 switch to a model that assumes less comparbdit with timberproduction. The 
Malheur has selected, without explanation, a habitat c a p a h y  model diffemt from the type 
chosen on surroundmg fonsts and one that taka a sunpler view of the determinants of elk 
habrtal than recoinmended by the State Dcpmtnsnl of Fish and Wtldltfe. Since the Forest IS 
somewhat out-of-step. we feel it should either justify its approach or use a more 
conventional one. 

Also, your Forest graciously sent us comctions to our comments. We have considered 
them, the three pomts made above. and the many other suggestions we receivedon 
unpmving our comments when we produced the letter that follows. 

blic review. We reccivcd numcrous lenus advocating lhal rhc Stale take positions on 

WSTBZeBESPONSP. 

We realm the tremcndous effon that went into wnstmctlon of the DElS and LRMP and we 
appreciate your staff's help lo  us as we reviewed these documents over the last few months. 
The State of Oregon, however. cannot suppon any of the allmauves in the DEIS because 
they appear grounded on analytical assumptions that seem questionable and they do not 
fully provide the mfonnation that we believe is needed to makc areasoned dccislon. 

With your help. we plan to C O ~ S I N C I  our own State altematlve for your Forest. We had 
hoped to do lhrs durlng the comment period. but our difficulties with the analytical models 
that you employed and the data gaps that exwt pnclude our constru~tmn of that altemativc 
now We stdl  plan to consuuct a State altemattve in the future and view thu letter as a 
vchclc to help you understand our dlfficuties with your analysis and the additional data 
about your Forest that we need 

The rest of this letter highlights the analytical problems and lnformation necds uncovered by 
our State agencies In outlmmg the problems that they uncovered. we WMI to emphasize 
that we wish to work with you in a cooperative manner 10 resolve the difficulties described 
here Both the Federal Plans Coordmator and the agency contacts mentioned on the 
attached lstmg are wdmg to dlscuss these comments funher and meet with you to explain 
our suggestions for ciardicatton and unprovemenr and 10 clear up any munderstandmgs 
that we may have of y o u r p l w g  documents 

We have organized our comments an your DEIS and LRMP mlo six major SCCIIOM: A) 
development of altcmanves, B) estmatmn of resource effects. 0 estlnialion of oeononiic 
effccis. D) slolidards and gurdelmcs for plan unplwnentalron. E) monuormg of plan 
actnwcs and effects. and F) other cois~dcmuons 
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ADeveloomentnfBltcmauyes 

We are concerned that the Malheur's development of alternatives may have been unduly 
restrictive and may have overemphasized the conflicts between commodities, anlenities 
and envuorunental protection We feel h i  a wider range of cho~ce and clioices that 
mcrease the compattbduy of different land uses could be exanmed for four maJOI outputs 
produced on the Forest 1) tmiber, 2)  livestock forage. 3) nunenls, and 4) pnadromous fish 

LTiD!Z&Q!kU!X 
Wood processmg based on tunber harvested from the Malheur National Forest provides the 
ovenvhclmmg majority of mnnufacrurmg employment m Grant and Hamey counties and a 
major ponron of these counties' budgcts A resource management plan that indmtams this 
flow of cconoinic benefits from tmiber production u a high pnoriiy far the State's 
mvolvement 1'1 plannmg for your Foresi 

The Malheur's alternatives are predicated on the widespread use of evenaged sdvtcultural 
techniques for tunberproductton across the Forest. These techniques wrll result ffl a 
fundamental change m the vegetative composition of the Forest and 11s visual character 
over the next few decades People throughout Central Oregon have requested that the 
national forests there consider unevenaged management more seriously and 
comprehensively than has occurred m the issuance of DEIS's As a result, two nenrby 
national forests. the Deschutes and Ochoco. have undertaken a substantial reconsideration 
of the potential for unevenaged management on theu forests We request llin the Malheur 
undenaks the same rccvaluation. 

Embedded m the preferred altematlve is the Malheur's decision 10 emphasue the 
management of clunax species, such as the INC fm. over early successronal species on the 
mixed conifer sites that make up much of the Forest On sues where ponderosa pine 
currently CXISIS PS a natural. and often dominant, Component of ihcse stands, iliis decision 
has significant social, economc, and envlronmentd mpacts that have not been fully 
addressed m the D E S  Many State agency comments mcludmg the Oregon State Forestry 
Depwment (OSFD), the Economic Development Depamnent (EDD), and the State 
Economist express disms over the possiblltty of losing ponderosa pme as a predommant 
species on the Malheur. 

Ponderosa pine gives local primary and secondary manufacturers theu competitive edge m 
the wood products industry In addtuon, inamtauung ponderosa pine should reduce losses 
to dcfoliatmg insects and root and bole diseases, and 1s aprLcd home for many wlldllfe 
species. 

The Malheur should more closely exanme opportunttles to maLitain the high quality 
ponderosa pule component of its tunkr sale program throughout the ?lnnnmg horizon 
High qualtty pme does not necessanly mean old growth pme Intensive forest 
management methods and emerging technology in such areas as mmg. and the 
unevenaged management mentioned above, should be constdereito allow sustvned 
production of clear-boled, msect resistant ponderosa plne with dinmctcrs npproachmg 20 
mches ffl rotstion ages closc to 100 years. Such production potentially could providc o 
continumg forest mdustry m forest setting that would maintvn the uruque character of the 
Malheur National Forest. 
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Mamienance of thc visual appearance of the Forest along major m v c l  routes IS an unponani 
ObJcCtiVC for the Forest Plan, but it is squally unponant thu h s  ObJcctiVc k systematically 
varied between altcmanvcs so that the bencfilo and costs of IU a1taLMIsnt arc rcvcalcd 
Because the Malhcur rctam a sundar lcvcl and mcihod of visual protcciron across mosi 
altemattvcs. ihe choiccs seem unduly restr~ct~vc. We suggcst you consider varying rlic 
visual ObJCcllYcs more substantially betwssn dtematives. and dcvdop nt kast One 
altemauvc dvni doer not coninin dlscrctionary visual ObJecIlYes Plcnsc see thc commcnis of 
OSFD ad h c  D~vlsroii uf P u i s  md l l c ~ r ~ t i o n  for mom dctds 

z . L U s Q & w  

As dctadcd m the D E S  md LRMP, Ihc economic vtabtltty ofthe ranches rurroundmg ihc 
Malheur is. m mort cases. coningent on avdlabdrty of forage from thc Forest n i c  nearby 
cowkalf ranchmg operations have fur genemuons uuLzcd these public lands as summer 
pasture. with home ranch propentes devoted to irrigated hay produnion duMg the summer 
months fur wmicr fccd A change in f013gc avarlabdity from the Malhcur could have a 
rrgnrficmt effcct on local ranches and stabdrty of local communities 

For these rencons. our Depmmcnt of Agnculturc VICWS with some conccm the proporcd 
reduciion m pemutted m a l  UNI m o n h  contmcd in the &aft Forest Plan Whdc thc 
retluciions proposed arc not large. they cwld serve to stins future growth m the Ianchmg 
mdustry. 3 major coninbutor to the local economy 

The suppostim ihd  pemiitted g ~ m g  must bc rcduccd OYCI h c  I& of thc plm to facdrtaie 
rcstar.uion of sulrsiudurtl rip~riul  arcas riccds iiiore justthation Wc suppon tcstor.~ttut~ 
of riparian areas ns B high pnorrty of llic Forest Plan, and we understand that specific 
ripanan areas may requue reduced grazmg or aclusron of livcstock for a prrad of tunc to 
promote recovery of thcsc unponant  resource^ n tc  Dcpamnent of Agriculture b e l w c s  
that these practices, m addition to changes in graring management. can unprovc riparian 
arcs conditions whrlc sunultanneously provtdmg mcteascs m forage. Also. the Dcpmnent 
believes that devclopmcnt of watcrmg fncilitics away from sucams. placing salt and 
minerals away Gom riparian areas. and fcncmg to provide seasonal exclusion c m  also help 
unpmve ripartan conditions 

The Mnlheur National Forest IS cumnrly the site of active exploration of a wide vanery of 
valuable m e r &  In addition the Department of Geology and Mmeral lndustnes 
( D O O M )  has ongomg studies ffl the area of bcntontte. lunestone, talc, and zeolite whose 
production could Impact the Fomst Given the potential importance of mfflcrals from the 
Forest, the DEIS a d  LRMP nppar to lack the comprchcnstvc inventory and analysls 
needed to suppon decisions about these resources Whllc the metallic m m e d  coverage m 
Appendu F 1s excellent. 11 is not well Integrated mto the DEIS and LRMP and these 
documents also lack mventory data on mdustnal and construction mmerals In addition. 
only one of the 10 altematives ffl the DEIS (altematwe B) llsts how the altematives would 
affect mmeral production, and a ducusaon of potential revenue from futue mmeral 
production s e e m  almost wholly ladung. We request tha the Forest consider m e d s  as an 
mtcgral pan of each alternative and highlrght thelrpotenual outputs, revenues. and costs 
more fully m the DEIS and LRMP. Please see the cummenls of DOGAMI for more dctads 
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e3llcLQhnRaYF.IshaY 
The John Day Rwer system may contain the most im onant anadromous fshery in Eastem 

Columbm Basin and also substantial summer steelhead runs. Because of the relatively 
s m d  number of obstacles that the fsh encounter on their way to and from the Pacific, the 
nver system wdl always be a major source of Columbia Basm salmon and steelhead. 

In addition. the Nonhwest Power Planning Councd is undutaking extensive cfforls to 
rebudd the NIU of Columbia basin tnbutanes, emphaslvng the preservation and restoration 
of natural spawning NM. In keeping with that goal, many thousands ofdollars fmm the 
BoMevdie Power Administration are bemg spent on your Forest10 consvUct hundreds of 
tnstream SINCIUES for f sh  habitat unprovcment AU of these factors suppon special 
recognition of the John Day anadromous fishery 

Maintenance and enhancement of the John Day fishery must be a central focus of the 
Malheur Forest Plan To do this. all facets of management should be systematically 
cxammed Included m this discussion should be management choices for protection of 
ripanan areas during ioggmg and hvestock graung (as discussed above), altemattve road 
buddmg schemes, and dlfferent t y p  and levels of mtream mveslmenl. In nll cases, thu 
discussion should cover the predxted outputs and associated hef i l s  and costs In this 
analyss. special attention should be paid to documenting stream temperature and 
sedunentat~on effects of activities and to practlccs that wdl reduce both temperature and 
sedunent. 

Oregon It supports one of the few remaining NIU o P wdd sprmg h o o k  salmon m the 

ERWlUSSEfteEts 

Many typcs of mfonnation needed to understand the amenities produced and to estimate the 
envuonmental unpacu mcumd in your proposed Forest Plan, and the altemattves to i t ,  arc 
not presented m tlie DEIS or are based on models that our State agencies feel make 
questionabie assumptions We have highlighted here some of the major dlfficultres and 

k . B p p d l y l ” W  

Beyond constdcnng roads in your cstimatc of effective elk habitat. it is im 
spell out more completely your road management and closure policy and Et you embed an 
objectwe of a much lower effective road density in some of your altemallves. Domg so can 
help maintam effective elk habitat at mmal cost to tunberproduction and have numerous 
other benefits We request that you consider the m osed road management policy of the 
Wallawa-Whtunan National Forest and the nuac!JcomnIs of ODFWand OSFD as a 
S t a n  

nant the you 

Lpead~QQwlMillmd 

Dead and down woody materral IS becoming mcreasmgly recognized as an h p o n m t  
component of the forest ecosystem Yet we beluve the Plan lacks the mfonnatton needed to 
understand the current level of dead and down material and also does not present evidence 
that the proposed level will maintain viable populations of cavity nesters Please scc 
ODFW’s comments for more d e t d  on this problem 

dQldGz!m.Ul 

Old growth IS an unportant component of forest habitat for many s cies. Yet we cmnot 
fmd. m the DEIS and LRMP. adsuibutionmapof the existmg olcrowth on the Forest, a 
detded discussion of the old growth groves that will be maintained undcr each alternative. 
or a table showing the amount of old growth that will bc gmwn over time. Providing such 
mfonnatton to the State would be ofmnjor help to it m development of ils altemetive. 

LB4!anaozMCs 
P+utan area management is a crtttcal concem in semi-arid Eastem Oregon. with these 
areas bemg so unponant to water flow management. fsherics. and species diversity. Land 
management activities m riparian mas. unless done cmfully. can compact soils, tlius 
affenmg water flow rates. and raise watcrtemperatures. A fuii understanding of the 
affected resources is essential to ensure that riparian zones arc not degraded through land 
management ~ c t t v ~ t ~ e s  Theu unponance is underscored by the many State agencies which 
expressed concerns over possible degradation of these arcas. 

We could fmd little quantitative mfonnatton m the DEIS and LRMP, however, on riparian 
zones and evaluation of theu condition. We request that you give us a map of riparian zones 
by condition class, or at least a compdation of this information by snbbasm, more 
information of the dowable livestock use rate m these zones, and a descnptron of the 
technique used to rate slreamside zone condition 

LRnnnclondJ 
Thc Malheur National Forest needs to provide more dormation on the current sthtus of its 
rangclmds. mcludtng theu condttron and the im mvcmenIs envstoned Without t h s  key 
baselme uifomtmn, it  s dlffircvlt to understmithe unpact on fsh aid wddltfe m tlie 
alternatives relative to the condrtions that now exist 

ifomation needs ihat our State agencies found m review of your PI& More detalled 
discussions can be found in agency comments. especdly those of the Oregon Dcpmmcnt 
of Fish and Wlldlifc (ODFW). the Water Resovrccs Depamnent, and Depmmcnt of 
Envuonmental Quality (DEQ) We have divided our bcussion mto five  pan^' I )  f sh  and 
wlldllfe, 2) sueam flow; 3) water and a u  qualrty; 4) bpersed and developed recreation; and 
S) summaq 

LElSildU!illk 

We have funher broken our fish and wddltfe discussion mto six sections. a) elk habitat 
prediction. b) road management: c) dead and down ma1eri;ll; d) old growth: e) riparian 

L E l k f l a b u a r ~  
One of Oregon’s premier elk hcrds roam the fnr reaches of the Malheur National Forest 
The DEE mdtcates that elk numbers cen m c r w  m most altcmatives ODFW feels the 
foundation for that condusIon s weak and the assumplions behind tlus analyss arc 
yestionable. Ek habitat m your analyss IS based on the abdity of the Forest to produce 
orage, but forage IS only one attribute of tlie habitat effectiveness models that me m wide 

use m eastem Oregon Other attributes include cover and effective road density Untd tho% 
other attributes are inciuded. or an ex lanation IS given why they should be excluded. your 
estmles of habitat cffectivencss w d a c k  mdbdity. 
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e t k ”  
Our Division of Parks and Recreation is especially concerned about the unpact of your 
proposed land allocation for the remammg roadless areas on the supply ofprunitive and 
semi-prmtive recreational expenences These concems are of four types. I) contradictions 
m the DEIS and LRMP make it  uficult  to understand thc division of these areas between 
motonzed and nonmotomd recreation and demand for these acUvities on the Forest. 2) the 
DEIS lacks documentation on the cnteria used to decide which roadless areas to develop 
and which to leave from the standpomt of meetmg recreational goals, 3) contraction of tlie 
ro.~dlcss areas around two superlative recreational streans. the Malheur and Nonh Fork 
Malheur, lead to fears that the scmljpninitive experience w9l be compromised, and 4) lack 
of coordmnted p l m m g  with adjacent national forests may led to valudblc mcre.uiond 
resources being lost on onc Forest whlle less valuable ones an maintamed on another 
Please see Parks and Recreation‘s comments for more detarls on these subjects 

In addaron. both Parks and Recreation and EDD question the wlsdom of reducmg thc 
number of developed campgrounds on the Porest As we understand it, the Forest Service 
proposes to manage I 1  campgrounds as developed facllmes. and, for lack of mutenance 
funds, convert 14 m m u m  develo men1 sites currently receiving low use to drspersed 
occupance sites through removal o!cxntmg facllitm. 

Tourism 1s a growth industry m Grant and Hamey COYO~ICS. More discussion on the 
potential unpact of these reduced services on tourism over the next few decades would help 
us understand the significance of the proposed closures and whether we should assist YOU ui 
fmdmg the funds necessary to keep them open 

S s u m m a r y  
Many State agencies were hamstrung m makmg effective comments to you because of the 
lack of geographic detall m your analysis and dlscussian Presenting resource effects on a 
forestwide basis may be valuable for some outputs such as the overall tmiber harvest, but 
has little value for other outputs such as sedunent production. water flow, and habitat 
structure over tune. Rather, we need mfonnatron on proposed activities and theu effects by 
watershed or some slmrlar forest subdivision 

Toward that end, the Water Resources Department has mcluded a map m theu supplemental 
comments dividmg the Forest mto 11 watersheds With tlie criteal unponance of your river 
basms. a breakdown by watershed can unprove the estunation of effects for many resources 
The Siskiyou National Forest recognized 19 plannlng basms m their analysis which help 
unniensely UI makmg theu plan understandable At a mmimum, the Malheur should be able 
to provided mfonnatron on proposed activities and theu effects by the three major river 
basms on the Forest. I) John Day &vet, 2) Malheur River, and 3) Malheur Lakes 

We request thdt you divide your forest mto watersheds. or some other 1ogic.d geographic 
breakdown. and embed that structure ln your forest plannmg analysls and m the presentation 
of resource effects m your Flnal Environmental Statement. 

The Malheur National Forest IS dramed by three major basins the State has defied for water 
management 1) John Day River. 2) Malheur Rwer, and 3) Malheur Lake Basms In all 
three basms, urigation. fisheries, and recreation are the major uses of surface water As 
mentioned above, the John Day dramage i s  of special concern as an lncreasmgly unponant 
mawnine and ~ m m r  area for salmon and steelhead In ddrtron. the towns ofJohn Dav and ”~~~~ ~. ~~ ~ ~~~~~~.~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~  ~ , ~~~ ~~ ~~. ~~ ~~ ~ 

cong Creek derive water supplies from the Forest watersheds and small amounts of ware; 
are used far livestock watermg, mdustry, and muimg 

The Water Resources Commission (WRC) has adopted water use programs for both the 
John Day and Malheur Basms We request that you reference these imponant program and 
evaluale your alternatives agamst them 

WRC’s recently adopted basm program for the John Day contam specific recommendations 
for the Forest Service that are detaded m Water Resources’ cointnents One of the major 
objectives discussed there IS to achieve better seasonal distnbution of runoff ln the John Day 
drslnage to reduce high stream flows and increase low sueam flows, especially through the 
proleclron and rnprovement of riparian areas We hope you wlll give serious consrderation 
to anammg this unportant abjecive 

In addition. we request that you provide projected stream flow and tunber harvest activity 
lnfonnation by watershed for each alternative. Please see the comments of the Water 
Resources Department for more de tds  

LAuiuldWQUiw 
Regardmg au quality, the Department of Envuonmental Quality’s (DEQ) main concerns 
relate to unpacts from prescribed burmng on the Forest and from burmng of the Forest’s 
fuelwood by the public within urban areas 

Regarding water quality. DEQ‘s maul concern 1s that the Forest Plan be consistent with 
Oregon‘s adapted Statewide Water Quality Management Plan for forest practices as 
requued by the Clean Water Act The DEIS and LRMP do recognlze goals of meetmg 
wafer qualily standards and protecting beneficial uses of water However, these documents 
lack mfonnatron needed to assess adequately tlie water quality effects of proposed activities 
on the Forest, mcludmg sedunent production and management controls m specific 
watersheds In addition. fmdmgs need to be made regardmg the relationship between 
baselme water quality conditions and the effects of proposed Forest B C ~ I V ~ C S  

DEQ IS especially concerned about the potential cumulative unpdct of grazmg. loggmg, and 
roadbulldmg on sedunent entermg Forest streams. especially the John Day dramage We 
request that the Forest present a detded assessment of these effects m the Fmal 
EnvuoNnentd Stdtement 

See DEQs comments for more d e t d  on these problems ond suggestions on solvmg them 
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C.JkQUQlUEffegs 

We have a number of dhiculries with the mformalton provided on economic effects and the 
analyses used ffl thee estunate We have highlighted here seven ma or areas of concem 1) 
charactenwtion of the proposed harvest level: 2) information provided on the trade-off 
between tunber productran and other resource objectwcs. 3) portrayal of ponderosa pffle 
value over tune, 4) ponrayal of recreational activity value, 5 )  estunation of supply and 
demand for timber: 6) estunation of supply and demand for recreational actwtties. and 7) 
budget unceflamty 

L ~ h & ~ ~  
You often compare tlie razumum tunber harvest level under the proposed plan with the 
pruwl harvest level of the 1977-86 penod As an exunple. your newspaper-lke 
"OVERVIEW" statcs that 'Tunber hiwests m the rust decade WIN mcrease by 55 mdllon 
board feet over the average tunber volume sold over the last decade The total sell volume 
WIU average 258 mdlion board feet per year under the Proposed Forest Plan That 7.58 
mtilion IS cliarnctertud elsewhere in your documents as the mmunum tunber havest level 
permitted under the Plan. We found these comparisons unsetdmg for pwo reasow a) 
technical maccuracies. and b) potential confusion to the general public Each will be 
dtscusscd ffl cum 

i ? ' ~ ~ i I l ~ Q f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

The maxunum timber harvest level presented ~n your preferred altematrve. made up of the 
'"allowable sale quantity" plus some other volume, sets an upper limrt on what can be offered 
for sale. an the averdge, UI the yeas of the Pian period As will, the "potentd ytekl" m your 
current Timber Resource Plan. soma proponion of this maxunum qudntity will bc offered 
for sale. dcpendmg on budgets and other considerattons Then some proportton of those 
offerfflgs wdl be purchased by tunber buyers, dcpendmg on the demand for tunbcr in thc 
area and the apprarsed price of the tunber. FfflaUy. some proponton of those purchases w d  
actually be harvested over the few years after purchase. dcpendmg on the tvnber market 
durlng those years and other considerairons. 

Comparison of llic maxunum tunber harvest level proposed for the future with the harvest 
actually experienced ffl the past ignores all these possible reductions m t unkr  volumes 
between the Settfflg of the maxunum harvest level and the harvest that will acNally occut 
We beiieve that a discussion of the relationship between thrs upper lunu on harvest and the 
harvest level that [nay actudiy occur would gready unprove your documents, cspectally if it  
uicluded a hrstortcal perspective on theu relationship in the recent past 

We rcaluc that you plan for actual sales and harvest to be closer to the maximum permitted 
than occurred in the past. so some perspectivc must be mnmtamcd LD projecting past 
performance u)to the future Still, though, these coinpansons would help deepen people's 
understandmg of what IS bemg proposed 

t ! . e p l c n u p l ~ i n ~ p J a o p e a s l ~ ~ ~  

Comparing proposed future harvest to a as1 harvest reflecting occurrences for the as1 IO 
years may some validity on a long term gars sfflce these years indude .a number o f  
industrial cycles The i977-86 averagcs for lmiber harvest. thbersales and tunberbased 
employment. however. do nor represent what surmundmg co~nttes have expenenced UI the 
last few yean Rather. these counties have recently e x p e n e n d  a much higher 
tunber-based employment level then the IO-year average as companies cut theu 
nccumulated tunberunder-conuact with the return of high stumpage prices 

Thus. your ponrayal that implemcntlng the Forest Plan wdl enable an increax in timber 
harvest and related economc effects. whde Ieduucally correct tn comparison to the average 
for thc last IO years. has confused many people in at least two ways 

First. people believe that the timber supply wdl expand under the new Forest Pian with the 
associated economic growth and economic btnefiu. In reality, though, the projected 
Lncrease LII jobs, personal income and payments to counttcs has already been realized though 
the higher harvest levels of the last few years. In fact, the 1985-87 harvest level slightly 
exceeds the proposed harvest level under the new Plan. Thus. we actudly face a possible 
contraction of tunber-bascd employinent under the proposed Plan in relation to the situation 
that now exrsts 

Second, people see the extent of tlie harvest from the last few years and become anxious 
over the proposed Plan. we repeatedly h w d  concem expressed ffl our public meetings and 
elsewhere that damage to the forest ecosystem may occur tf a higher level of harvest IS 
sustained dim recently experienced Nor only does the Forest need to polnt out that tlie 
proposed harvest level is slrghly below the harvest lcvel of the past few years but. also. the 
Forcst needs to bolster 11s case that the thrs proposcd harvest level 1s sustamable. 

In summary. we belrcve 11 IS unperarrve that the Forest compare thc proposed t i n k r  harvest 
to the harvest of the last few years m addruon to the IO-year average You should compare 
this proposed quantity to the IO-year average tunber salcs, IO-year average tunber offerfflgs. 
and potential yrdd IO fflcreasc understandmg of how aproposcd tunber harveqt can be 
affected by budgets and other considemuons Burying th- drscvsslons in the DEIS and 
LRMP wdl not prove sufficient they should protnmently appear ffl your OVERVIEW aid 
any orhersununmcs of your Proposed Pian. We realm that sudi mfonnatmn is ddficult to 
present compactly. but the wlllmgness of resource professionals and the general publir to 
accept your Plan depends on presentations such as b e .  

ztikhkhu l k n a l e d f ~ ~ ~ d ~  
Our analysis of different altemanves for the management of the Malhcur National Forest, 
Ike yours. depends most fundamentally on trade-off information as the basts for fflformed 
Judgement We have been drsappofflted with the amount of fflformation available ffl your 
DEIS on the unpan on tunber production to achieve oher resource ob~cutves 
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We plan to make site-speclfic recommendations in our State alternative Thus we need to 
h o w  the tunber production gams and losses from different treatment of paniculat roadless 
areas, big game ranges and vlsual comdors Without the development of this mfonnatran. 
our dtiempt to craft a realrstrc and responsible Sidle alternative wlll prove dlfficulr 

Thls lnfomntron wrll prove especially cruclal m our recommendations on your roadless 
areas We need to undentand theu potential contribution of these areas, under different 
degrees of development, to such outputs as total Umber harvest, ponderosa pme harvest, brg 
game habnat, quality huntmg experiences. and water quality mcludmg spawrung and rearing 
habitat for native and anadromous fish 

L R ? & s " g h ~ ~ Q l * b  
Ponderosa pme is the green gold of the Malheur National Forest. As pomted out by our 
State Economist. it has mcreased m value, and probably wlll conlmue to mciease m value. 
more rapidly than other species Yet your analysis lumps all species together m applying n 
one percent real pnce mcrease over tune Such an approach masks the vlrtue of wntmumg 
to grow high quality ponderosa pme which wc menilon elsewhere m thm letter as a 
possibility that should be mvestrgated funher We request that your analysis be unproved to 
project tlie value of ponderosa pme separntely from other species 

eImpmrrng-QfRccrearronal- 

Your analys~s apparently reduced the value of recreational ilctwuies by 37 percent In 
addition, you assigned a zero percent real price trend to diese actwrites whlle applymg a one 
percent red price trend for tunber. niese assumpuons can result m a serious undervaluutlon 
of the contribution recreation makes to the wealth derived from the Forest. and you should 
suppon the assumptions or ChMge thein 

L ~ s v p p l y a a d w f p r ~  

The demand for timber off the Malheur, especially for ponderosa pine, appears to be on the 
rise The dramatic mcrease tlus year m purchases by mulls located outside Orant and Hamey 
counties probably IS a harbmger of thmgs to come Not unrelated. the supply of tunber from 
nearby sources, be they other national forests or olher owners, seems to be declmmg We 
believe that the Forest should take a fresh look at tunber supply and demand m the 
Malheur's area of d u e n c e  to help all people. mcludmg the State, better undentand what 
the future may hold. 

6.EsuloauagwandwfQlRecreotlondlBEUtles 

The Malhcur's projections of future recreatmn demand appear grounded on State populdtion 
trends Recreation use historically has grown much faster than population Therefore, we 
request that you constder basmg yourprojections ofrecreation use on h tonca l  use trends 
from the Forest where such data exlsts. 

LWUncenarntv 
Throughout the DEIS and LRMP, you refer to proposed actions thnt may or may not occur 
dependmg on budget consmu" Whde the general discussion of budget consirdints is 
useful, both OSFD and the Economic Development Depannient wlsh that you would 
address more speclfically the Ilkellhood of fundmg avdabdrty for the proposed dctions and 
the mpact on Forest resources lfexpected fundmg does not materialize 
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We beheve that the standards and gurdelmes for unplementmg a Forest Plan should State the 
bounds or canstramts wnhm which dI practices wlll be carried out m achlevmg the 
ObJeCllVeS ofthe Plan ?lierefore. standards and gutdelmes nlUSt be meaurable to be 
meanmgful There IS littlc purpose m detimmg standards and guidelmes for which no 
methods exist for measurmg the degree of compliance or nttauunent 

As a whole, the standards and gutdelmes for Plan ttnplementntton seem weak. with few 
standards actually established llus appears es cially true m the statements on wlldllfe and 
fsh,  water. sod. and ripanan areas The u a l g s  that occur throughout this section, such 
as '"some", "sufficient' , "where needed",'as necessnry", and "acceptable" are SUbJeCliVe and 
do not allow for companson 

The Forest should develop clearer and more objective standards which wdl provide 
guidance for plan unplementation We recommend that your Forest utllve the termmology 
developed by the Slskiyou Natmal Forest for the t p  of guidance or restrictron you adopt 
In addsron. please see the comments of ODFW, OSFD. and the Water Resources 
Dcpanment for other suggestions on what 1s needed 

LMonllorinP 
We believe that thc pu ose of n monitormg plan should be to ssivbluh methods and 
threshold levels forev%vmg the duection, standards. and outputs of the Forest Plan Your 
proposed monitormg pian does not comprehensively establish threshold levels, address 
specific methods, dcscnbe frequency of monitormg, or establish responsibllity for 
manrtormg Wc recommend that tho Mallteur mvesttgate the tiiomtarmg fonnat proposed 
by the Wallowa-Whrtman National Forest as a begrnnmg pomt for hprovmg your own 
program Also. see tlic ~onunents of ODFW. OSFD. and thc Walu Resources D c p m e n t .  

Because so much u unknown about the effects of management activities on dlfferent forest 
resources, we must rely on monitoring to provide early warmng signals about activ~t~es 
havmg effects beyond acceptable Imrts Therefore. we recommend that the budget for this 
monrtonng be considered an mtegral p M  of the pravlsion of outputs from the Forest and 
that the plans be structured so that output levels wrll be proportionately reduced if 
monitonng resources are not foahconung as promcted 

EQ!hConsldemtlons 
The Malheur National Forest 1s the fifth ofthe thirteen national forests m Oregon topublish 
a management pian When tlie aggregate effect of all Oregon's national forest plans an 
resource outputs such as timber, salmon and steelhead, big & m e ,  and recreation opportunity 
l i s  been deleniiitied, the State liidy need 10 iiiodlfy its position dlitl recotiiiiieiidalioiis on 
mdrviilual plans Therefore, we urge you not to adopt any plan untd the cumulative effects 
of all draft, revised draft, and supplemental national forest plans are known by the public 
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We urge you to contmue managmg the Malheur National Forest under the existing 
management plan untd a new plan i s  inplace or until amendments lo the existing plan me 
developed and approved wirh pmicipation by the State of Oregon. New constraints should 
not be applied UI the m t u u n  10 exrstmg plans in contemplation of the new plan without full 
public participation. 

Attached IO this letrer are reviews of the Malheur National Fo rw DEIS and LRMP 
completed by affccted Slate agencies. These reviews constder economic, social, 
envuonmentl, and legal aspecrs of the planning documents They contam substantive 
technical comments that should be considered an mtcgral pm of the State wponsc 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Malheur National F o m l  DEIS and LRMP. 
The State of Oregon stands Ieady lo help you as you move fonuard in completion of your 
Forest Plan For assistance on our comments about the overall planning process and 
procedures, feel free to contact N o m  Jolmon, Federal Fomt Plans Coordinator For 
ass~stmce on paniculv resource ISSUCS, please contact the ~ppyropnnlc mdwulud on IIIC 
endosed IISI of agency contacts 

Smcerclv. 

Ned boldscqrdt 
Oovemor 

NOCS 

Endosures 

OBSON 

.*n. 10 R O W  (Tye/556-0557) 

Draft EIS: Mslheur National Forest, OR. 

10 USDA Forese Service 
Pacif ic  Northwest Region 
Portland. Oregon 97208 
ATI": Hr. James P. Torrence 

This of f i ce  has reviewed the subject  document and haa found no s ign i f i can t  
impact t o  Air Farce i n s t a l l a t i o n s  i n  the region or t o  t h e i r  ac t iv i t i en .  

Environmental Planning Division 

cc:  APILEEV (Defuseo) 
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C O N F E D E R A T E D  T R I B E S  
12-10-87 

P O  B O X 6 3 8  

PENDLETON. OREGON 97801 
Area Coda i5031 Phone 276 3165 

December 10.1987 

Mr. Chuck Graham 
Acting SupervLsor 
Salheur National Forest 
139 N.E. Dayton Street 
John Day. OR 97845 

D e a r  Mi. Graham: 

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatille Indian Reservatzon 
CC.T.U.1.R.) appreciate the OPPortunlty to comment on the 
nalheur Natzonsl Forest Proposed Land and Resource nanaaeolent 
Plan and aCcompanyLn9 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

The proposed Plan gnd D.E.I.S. were revlewed by B 

C.T.U.I.R./B.I.A. InterdiscLplinarv Term and C.T.U.I.R. Fish and 
WildlLfe Committee. The 1.0. Team conszstr. of TriballFaderal 
resource managers. professLonale and technrczans. The Fzsh and 
Wildlrfe Committee serves the Board of Trustees m an advI6orv 
capacrty. 

The Board 9f Trustees is required by it's Constitution and Bylaws 
to Promote and Protect Treaty Reserved Rlqhti. and resourcas. The 
attached comments are Premrsed upon thxs perspectrve of 
PrOtectIn~ iederally recoqni-ed treaty rlahts whlch include the 
tradLtmna1 PraccLces of irshinrr. huntinq. gnther~nq root6 and 
berr-LeS. grazing of StOCK, and exercrslng reii9rou6 rights I" the 
ceded ana usual and accustomed areas of the Confederated Trzbes. 
The desire oi the C.T.U.I.R. to retain and enhance a high deqree 
of integr-lty wrthin the *ColOsY Of the fish. w~ldlife. forest and 
range of the Blue Mountains i s  beneziclal nor. only to trlbal 
culture but to the Publzc at 1ar-B. These Interests are verrfred 
by Such errsoles as the B-I-A-/C.T.U.I.R. Blue Mountran elk and 
deer telenerev research studies. eXPc.nSlve fisherres enhancement 
Program. and lead role rn the Umatilla B a s l n  pro~ect. 

1 

T R E A T Y  J U N E  9, 1 8 5 5  + C A Y U S E ,  U M A ~ I L L A  - A N D  - -  WALL-AW_ALLA-TRJBE_S 

The comments, ot neceesrty, deal with the historical and proposed 
msnagesent of the Salheur National Forest zn a frank manner and 
are intended to protect the treaty right and provide ConstruCtlVe 
recomnendatrons. In general. the plan set and extrapolated goals 
and outputs Without adequate bseelrne data and I n  a number of 
instances used InlSapplLed models and models not accepted by 
state. federal and tribal agencle6. There w a s  a tremendous lack 
of Information provided throughout the plan. D.E.I.S. and 
appendrces from which to expedlte a reasonable analysle of a 
tentatively vrable forest plan. Actual rbplenentation 
~wthodologzes and structure were, for the most parr.. a m p l y  
relegated to a project level basis W t h  only beet nanaQenent 
pracrrces and forest wide standards as gurdelines. The 0.n.P.'~ 
and F.W.S.'s conrained very mrnor measureable crztoria and 
therefore were quite subjective ~n nature a6 w a s  the entire plan. 

The hlsZOrica1 admirptraclve philosophy of the Malheur National 
Forest ha6 been overwhelnrnqly 'commodity" oriented with a low 
regard for "c.menlty** vsluos such as fish, wildlife, ECOlOgLCsl 
fnteqrrty. native amerzcan culture and archaeology, Thrs lack of 
Sensitivity to theee VOIUBO. nocural reSourEOs and to treaty 
rights are well exemplified by overqrazinq d-noqo to rIDarlan 
area6 and big Qame ranqe areas, and harvest and tRInninQ 
practices which are creating a tree farm, environment that 
signifrcantly diminishes large diameter ponderosa p m e  stands and 
old'qrowth timber rn rreneral. thereby impactzng nongame 6pec1e6. 
brg game hrdrnq ana thermal cover ana ecological diversity. The 
Confederated Trzbes have not been notifred Of p~olect level 
actrvitrea that have potentre1 Impacts on archaeologrcal sates 
and cultural and relrgrous values of the tribe. The C.T.U.I.R. 
16 aware of specris sites tnat have not been adequately 
protected due to administratlvs direction. 

The eloremenrioned hiPtorLCa1 management phzlosophy of rha 
nalhuer National Forest has producsd a precemeal ! ~ Z B E E O  
aorograrron of the federally protected 1855 Treaty Rzght for 
which the nalheur N a t m n d  Forest has a direct responblbilltY and 
StewermPhio withrn its' )urisdrctron to uphold. The oontinuanco 
Of thio philosophy re well Portrayed by the proposed forest plan 
end only adds rnsult to in)ury to the natural resources 0% the 
iore6t. the treaty rights of the Confederated TrLbes. and the 
public os. a whole. It IS imperative at this time to clearly 
commUnLcace to the U.S.F.S. that the prOL3OSed forest plan and a l l  
proposed alternatives includinq the preferred alternative are 
unacconrrble to the C.T.U.I.R. 
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Hr. Chuck Graham 
12-10-87 
PUge Three 

The C.T.U.I.R. i s  aware of the State of Oreqon'e re3ection of any 
oi the proposed alternative6 and subsequent desire to work with 
the M.N.F. ~n developing a viable alternatrve and plan. The 
C.T.U.I.R. contends that bec4uSe of the magnatude of lack of 
rnformation and process of mplenentatron rn con)unctron wlth 
unaccepted and "Lssapplied models that a re-draft i s  merited. 
The U.S.F.S. IS under executive order to deal wrth reco4nLzed 
tribes on D government to government basis. The C.T.U.I.R. 
should De J pOrtY to any potentrrl re-draft Or revrsed drart that 
IS Worlted Out Wlth the State Of Oregon and other a ~ p r o p x a ~ t e  
entitzes. The C.T.U.I.R. E ~ C O Y ~ ~ ~ E S  and suqgest6 the UtLlazatJon 
of a DUltLagency oversight group to provide reconnendatlons. 
tentutrve solutions. and helptul review of. as yet unprovided and 
needed. rniornrtlon for an rcceQtuDle Plan. An Opportunity to 
review needed Information and respond should take pluce prior to 
the frnol forert plan and D.E.1.S. 

The C T.U.I.R. desires to work uith the Melheur National Forest 
and Reqion 6 an providing s o l u t ~ o ~ s  to the Concerns Of the rribe. 
AdditLonally. the C.T.U.I.R. 1s 4 member O i  Colunbze RLVer Inter- 
T r r b k l  Fzsh Commi6sron und 4ndOrses their Comments ana 
recommendatrons regarding the proposed plan and D.E.I.S. Please 
refer to the rttached Supplement for SpeCLfIC: Comments and feel 
free to Contuct Randy WLIIII~S at 276-8221 r i  you have any 
questLons or If w e  may oe of further help. 

SLncerely. 

rtr %*du% K O A '  ,& CD&y# 0 &L4&4&d 
Z L O w a p o o .  Chairman Elwood Patewe. ChaLrmrn 
Fish and Wildlrfe Comm~ttee Board ot Trustees 

cc: Region VI/Torrance 
USF5. Washinston/Robertson 
OR/Goldschmrdt 
CRITFC 
ODFW 
Riahts ProtectLon File 
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Commentlnq on tho eiiects of improved fiehrng dev1c-s. tho Court 
noted that: 

Wheel ilehing &S one of the ClYll1zed man’s 
methods. os laqltrmute as the subetitution oi 
ths modern harvester r o r  the ancient s~ckle 
and flail . . . It needs no argument to snow 
that the SUperiOrltY oi a combrned harvester 
over the anCIenC SlEkIe nerther increased nor 
decreased r1qnts co the use os lond held xn 
common. In the actual takinq of fish white 
men may nor ne conrinea to (I spear or crude 
nec.  but It DOWS nOL iollow thot they nay 
COnStrUct and Use a aeVICe Vhlch s l v e s  them 
sxcluslve Po6se~s1on oi the iishrnq places. 
ns it 1s admittad a ilsh wheel does. 

Jg. at 382. Thus. although, improved technolpogy may be Drought 
to beor On the frshery. that cechn01ogy Cannor be allowed to 
imperr1 the Ilshts 6ECUTed to the Part186 to the treat“. This 
resul t  wos reuisLrmed by the Supreme Court rn & = Z S ~ ~ ~ E - E L ) P & ~ ~  
vessel. There the Court declored that “tnlon-treaty tishermen 
m y  noc rely’on property Law concepcs. devices such as the riah 
wheel. lzsanse fees. o r  general regUlit1ons to deprrve the 
Indians 01 a SaLr share OT the relevant runs ox onoc~omous =ish 
in the cos8 area.” eQSS~0S)E-_E1§~r09__~~~~~~. 443 U.S. at 
abroqatlon leqielation from Congress, ( ~ ~ ~ 9 1 r 0 e e _ I b 1 8 9 _ r ; _ ~ 0 ~ g ~ g  
$&+Leg, 391 U.S.  404. 413 (1968)). no one nay use +ny!_eeghpg to 
deprive treoty fishermen of therr iaIr share oi the anadromous 
fish. 

E ~ e E r l 4 ~ _ e ~ I r _ i O - e R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ 4 I I ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ b ~ ~ ~ ~  
In addition to their obllgatron t 0  not destroy Indian tr‘ee.ZY 

rights without specific Congressional act10n. iederol awencies 
must use their outhorzty to aafequard thot vhicn io the wblect 
nezter oi federal treaties. In IirLtL8S_ee4l88~tr~n-BIILE’E4-lz 
s y e n _ y ~ = g g _ y s l l g y _ I ~ ~ ~ = = ~ ~ ~ 0 - e ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 = = .  763 F.Zd 1032 (9th CLr.  

opermte a Yak ine  water project in a manner that would presorve 
sp,rlng Chlnock sslmon redds. Federal proless operators nad 
orrgrnully sought to reduce water releases in order to store 
water z o r  the next zrrxaataon seos0>1. The Drooosed rlow 
reducrrons would have left the redds nigh and dry. Testimony at 
the drstsrrct court hearing indzcated thut the Qrouosed water 
stora9e would me oosr;zble rf tualve redds w e r e  transolanted or Ai 
bQrmS rere COnStrUOted. 34. at 1035. However. the dlStr1ct 
courc ~ u d q e  w e 6  “Unsure oi the eifect of these measures. 60 he 
continued the Vatarmaster‘s authoruty to release -warer as 
necessary.” .E. E-oreseiy decllnrng to decLde the scope of the 
Yakimo Indrsn Nation’s treuty sish~ng righta. I$. ot n.5. the 
Nrnth Clcurt ioun0 that the district court zudge had iosnroned 9 

reasonable remedy. Lg. 

1985). the Nlnth Circuit at‘fxrmed dlSWLCt court order to 

The message r n  K&tt&pg 16 Clear. Federal ugenCIeS are 
obliqated to exercLse thexr authorities Ln u monner that Will 
protect -- not degrade -- the habitat needed to support 
anadromous fish. In addition, when addressrns anadromous fish 
habitat needs, YarIous hteosures may be Utlllzed. but the flntl 
Sholce turns not on tradLtlono1 notLon6 of rgency exoerGloU. but 
on the bioloqrcal needs oi the i1sh. 

The Forest SorvLce’s duty to protect and enhance ansaromous 
fish hobrtat does noc cease once a T I G ~  run becomes The 
trzbes drd not reserve a right. to take a f e w  T‘lsh iron a neaqer 
run struqglzng for survival. Some niqht arque that the Columbia 
R i v e r  treaty tribes reserved the r‘rght to contlnue harvestlnq 
that number of %ish that they had tradltlonally harvested. 
Obviously, that harvest level is not yet poeslble given the 
contemporary depletes fisheries. The Supreme Court has held thut 
both Indian und non-IndLan fLshermen posoes a right. “Secured bV 

viable. 

. .. 
~~ 

treaty, to take a ialr share of the available tish.” &n.ag%x 
E$gb&fis-Yn+gea. 443 U.5. mr 684-85. The court determined that 
Indasn harvest ollocotion should not exceed SOX of the 
harvestable ilsh. %!. at 685-66. The Court then declrred: 

It bears’ repeatlng, however. that the 50% 
figure Imposes o maximum but not a mznzmum 
allocation . . . CTIhe centrrrl principle here 
must ne tnoc Indion treaty rlqhta to a 
natural resource. that Once was thoroughiy 
exc~usively exploited by the Indians, Secures 
so mucn as. but not more than. IS necessary 
to plovlde the Indians wlth 0 lrvslrhcod-- 
thot 16 to s a y ,  u moderate llvrng. 
AcCordlnqly, vhlle the moximun poeolble 
allosotron to the Indions Le tixed at 50%. 
the minimum IS not: the latter rrll. UDon 
proper SuDnLssrons to the district Court. be 
modiiz9a An response to Chen91n4 
circUmBcances. xg. at 686-87. 

Perhaps the reason why this *’moderate livinq stondard” 
unearthed by the Supreme Court has not proven tO be 0 trUlV 
thorny problem rn Pocriic Worthvest fisheries C3Onaqement IS 
DBCOUS~ no one can reasonobly concend thot the Indians' harvest 
presently yields d moderoto living. ThIs f o c t  w a s  Implisrtly 
acxnovledged by the Supremo Court in e o ~ + ~ n s P 5 - - E ~ 9 h r ~ 9 - V ~ ~ ~ ~  
vhen Lt statad that th-s 50% cpilinq on the Indians’ horvest 
ailocotion was necessary ‘’to prevent their needs from exhaustinc 
the entire resourc- ana thereDy trustrating the treoty right of 
*ail totherl cztizens os the terrrtoy.’” Id. ot 686. 
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Regardless of what the term "moderate living standard" 
Peons. it wall eventually be defined by the Judiciary -- not a 
federal aqency. SgS--Zg. at 687. A S  di=cUSsed earlrer. the 
N w t h  Circuit has already detsrmined that iedere.1 agencies must 
refrain irom t r k m g  actLonti that wall reduce the number of flsh 
i n  a deoleted run. Sle--&htfhfee. 763 F.2d ut 1035. Nor doe6 
th15 duty cease when an anadromous frsh run munaaes to ~ncrease 
It.- numbers beyond the dangerous level of minimum vrrbillty. In 
9 n r ~ p d _ g t ~ I B 9 _ r ~ _ d d ~ r r .  723 F.2d ?394 (9th CLT. 1984). the Ninth 
Circuit stated that: 

Here the Ninth Circuit has rndrceted that the Klamoths must 
be allowed to achieve therr "moderate living." No one knows what 
that 1s. The &urt BXPllCltlY stated the possrbil&ty that the 
'moderate l r v ~ n g  Standard" may only be achieved by allowin9 the 
tribe to Bnloy the "same level of encluszve use and exdortatron" 
~t had at the time the tzeuty w a s  concluded. Ip.  The ourport of 
thrz holdrng 16 clear. Federal agencies owe e duty to r e z r a ~ n  
irom UCtLvLtles that will lnteriere wrth the lglf&lLceo& oi 
treaty riqhts. moreover. thL6 duty cannot be performed by 
ensaglnci in an ".acsonnodotlon" or "balancrng" process between 
Indian treaty rights and u conroetmg economic interest 6Uch Us 
timber. harveat. Any such "aoCommodut10n" reached by the ForeCt 
Jerviee WOUld amount to a de facto abrogutlon Of Indrun treaty 
rlqhts. In the contoit of Yorest mwwo-nent. Unle66 the Forest 
SeCVrCs can denonstrate that the tribes' treaty r'lqhts are  
oresently bezng fulfilled. it Cannot )ustify upprovrng activities 
in the iorests that will cause further dewadation oi anadromous 
irsh habitat. 

The Forest ServLce 1s only one 05 the the many entitles 
lnvolvad r n  the comP1ex mteractions that have Caused the 
ainlnutwn of anadromous fish runs to thelr present stato. 
ColumbLa RlVer hvdroe1eCtrIC develoonent and other downstream 
problems have aone grievous harm to the basin's f1sh runs. While 
the Forest S e r v i c e  can rrghtfully blame downstream Droblems ?or 
muen of rhe harm lnxlicted on anadromouti izsh. such blame does 
not O D V l a C e  the Forest Servrce's rBSp0nsLbilltY to Drotect 
~nadromOuS f1-h and the need for a l l  partaes wlth nana9snenr 
authority that rffeCCs these rrsh to Work toaethor to 1mOTOYe the 
fishery resources. 

In dealing wrth anadromous fish. the Forest Service muse 
look beyond the boundarrea of a gLven national forest. Columbia 
R i v e r  stocks of onsdromous fish migrate as far lnlond 46 the 
Bitterroo= National Foresc and as f a r  north as Alaska. A s  the 
Psclfic Northwest has come to realzze, the andromus IzSh runs 
can only be restored if State. iederal, end tribal land. Water, 
and wrldllie managers adopt a coordinated "gravel-to--ravel" 
munagemens qproach to this valuable and nobile renewable 
resource. 

Thrs aoproacn Is reflected by the Northwest Power P l o n n i n ~  
Counc~l's Columbia River Basm FIsh and Wildlrfe Prosrrn. The 
Fish ana WildliLe Proqrirm. manduted by the P a c i i z c  Northwest 
Electric Power Planning and Conservutron Act. 16 U.S.C. Section 
839b (1982). encompa6se6 the Columbla River and I& trzbutarzes 
and wrll be irnunced by Paclfzc Northwest ratepayers. Thas 
conprehenslve ProtecClOn. mitiqatzon. und enhancement Bfforz does 
net uppear to be inteqrated into the DEIS or proposed plan. Nor 
were the increased fish returns node possible by the recently 
concluded United States/Cunada Salmon Intercerptlon Treaty. %eo 
16 U.5.C. SectLon 8396 (1985 Supp.). mentioned in either 
document. 

These efforts. along wlth the Salmon ood Steelhead 
Enhancenens Act. have changed the complexion of frsherres 
mana(ienenL In the Columbia Busin. The succeos o x  both the Salmon 
IntsrcePrlon Treaty and the FIsh and Wildlife Program turn upon 
maxrmrsrnq utilization of the anadromous iz5h habitat rn Columbia 
Rlver trlbutarlea. A large percentaqe of these trlbUtar1es run 
througn natlonal ioreeta. The Forest Servlce must acknowledge 
129 re6ponsibllitLes to act in concert wrth these polic~es. The 
forest S e r v ~ c e  Cannot make a reasoned decLSlOn with respect to 
anadromous fish hebltac rf Lt does not factor these activities 
into it5 d e c 1 ~ ~ 0 n - ~ a k l n ~  process. The Pacific Norrhwest cannot 
afford to apend money ennancrnq ixsherzes that are simultaneously 
berng deorodea by timber hnrvest. road-burldlng, and crrszmq. 

forest Service COordlnat10n with P a c i f i c  Northwest flsneriea 
eehrncenent O C t I v ~ t ~ e 6  1s not only sound policy: it 1s also 
reou~red bv law. Foretit Service reaulutlons deciare that u 
r e v i e w  oi state. federal. and trlbal plannrn9 and land use 
mctlv1ties shall be included ~n the forest plan €15. See 36 

In addltlon. the C.F.2. Section 219.7 (a)-(c) (1984). 
regulurlons provlae that this revlev shall consider the 
obiecc1ves OS feaeral. scute. loc01. and tribal qovernments, 
rnter-related ImDuccs oi these plans, and a declslon by the 
Foresc S e r v l c e  on how each forest plan shall address these inter- 
rwlutea lnprcts. Id. ut ( c ) ( l ) - ( 4 ) .  Anon? the oblectzves of 
federal. state. onG-tribal qovernnenrs are the fish ProductLon 
Plans SUrrentlY bein- formulated unaer the auspzces of !JJ&&s(? 
S&BfeL-Y---9res'oe. the fish and WIldllie Program. and the Salmon 
Interc-Ptron Treaty. The nalheur NotlOnal Forest DE13 and 
ProPosea Plan a0 not reflect the ConsideratLon oi these proce~aes 
required by the NfHA. 
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TBP8r-BB5E9!9IQILIrP 

The trust +esponslbrliy le that apecial reletionan~p between 
the United States and Indian tribes that orisrnated In EbezgUe 
&$&go-z,--~sg~s&a, 30 U.S. (SPet.) I (1831) where the S u ~ r e m e  
Court described Indian tribes as "domestic dependent nations" and 
declared that "therr relatrcn to the United States resembles that 
of a ward to hie guardran." Le. at 17. This relatxonehrp IS 
part of the very i a b r x  of federal Indian law and rt imposes 
strrngenr fLduciary standards of Conduct on federal agenczes In 
their dealinas wrth Indian tribes. See-P~sred_-Prsre._r~-~r~e~ 
Nariog. 295 U.S. 103 (1935). B ~ s _ 9 l q - E g r t b e E o - ~ Q ~ ~ e ~ ~ e - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ :  
8ggs.z. c iv .  NO. 82-116-816 (D. Hont. nay 28. 1 ~ 8 s )  at 23. 

In N ~ I $ ~ P E ~ - - E ~ ~ E " ~ " L - - ~ E ~ ~ ~ ,  the court declared that '*a 
federal O Z I B ~ C Y ' G  trust oblrqatron to a trzbe extends to dct1oDs 
&t rakes o f +  a r e s e r v a t i o n  that unrquelv impact tribal memoers or 
prooerty on a reservation:' Id. at 27. In en attempt to save 
Its coal leasing E15 f r o m  invalidation. the Secretary oi Interior 
alleasd that there was no= 6PBClflC statute or treaty that 
required the Dagarsment to conszder the imoact= of cos1 leusinu 
on the rribe as an entity. l a .  The Secretary also olleqed thaz 
nrs decision to lease the coal was rn the "nationrl Interest" and 
" v i s a 1  to the narlon's enerqy future." I d .  at 29. The court 
declared rnrrt: 

The Secretary's conflzctrns responsibilities 
and redaral actions taken In  the "national 
interest.'* however. do not relieve him of his 
trust oblzgations. TO the contrary. 
identifyins and fulilllinq the trust 
reaponsrnility 1s even more Important in 
3lt~at10ns Such as the present case where an 
Ugency's conslictinq uoals and 
resPonsLolllties combines Wlth POlltlCOl 
PressUr~ usserted by "an-lndlans con lead 
feoersl ~ Q ~ ~ C X B S  to comnromise or ignore 
Indian rlqhtz. 

Id. at 29-30 (Cltoclona omitted>. Similarly. the borest Servrce 
muat not allow Lts obligation= to the Columaia River treaty 
trrbes tO become lost L n  itr concern for the local citizenry. It 

safeguards. UnfOrtYn~tSlY, -the DETS did not devote this 
nust accora rhe treaty rrghr soecral conblderat10n and ecrupuious 

wmsideracion to che tribes' rntersets. 

Perhaps mecause none of the trrecy tribes' reaervetione l ~ e  
vithrn Lne Nalheur Netzonal Forest's "local ore- of r n t l u e n c e . "  
effects 01 fore&= manruemen= actxVitLBs on the tribe6 - were ylven 
8 c m t  consideration. However. 18 discussed earlxer, management 
actrvities that affect anadromws fiah production also affect the 
tribes' exercase os their treaty rignta. The Eorest Servzce owes 
q duty to not only dzscuss the sifects oi forest manaqenenr 
activities on the tribes. but also a duty co safeguard re60urces 

oi crucial importance to the tribes. Thrs dutv 1s not fulfilled 
by actions vhicn sanction deqraaatxon OS fish habitat needed to 
re-build the Columbia River runs. 

GENERAL COMMENTS AND CONCERNS 

1. The level of sensitivity of the Malheur Netionsl Forest 
(U.N.F.) toward Treaty Reserved Rfghts has hi6torrsally 
been siqnificantly neqligent. The C.T.U.I.R. is a150 
quite aware oi the poor relatronrhrp that exrsts with 
O.D.F.W. because of the laclt of reasonable 
Cons~deratlon 01 f z s n e r L e 6  and wildlife resourcos and 
conslstenc refusal to "+I 1 ize O.D.F.W. 
recommendations. The Uelheur National Forest cannot 
continua to manage fisheries. wildlife. naturcl 
resources and cultural values In a vacuum. A 
etewardshro demands reeponsibility at both forest and 
regzonrl levsls WLth attendant implementation of t2mely 
enhancenenr and effective protectron o f  the 
aforementioned values. The C.T.U.I.R. looks Iorware to 
working cioselv with the new forest suPervlGor and 
staff I" estanlrehmg a hrgh level of rapport and open 
communication. 

2. Only b y  congressionel action may federally recognized 
treaty rlshts be abroqrated. The U.S.F.S. does not 
po6ses6 the authoritv to abroqrate treaty rigntii by 
"balancrnq' the forest plan rn a traditLonal bias 
toward timber harvert at the cOnprOII1Se Ox dsaraded 
fisheries and wildlife hrbitut and cultural Srtes. 

3. There was no babeline water quality daze Pr08ented. 
How can water qualitv needs be net, speclfic mrotectlve 
crrteria sec. historical management pIeSEr~Ptions be 
ana lyzed  ior effects. end geogrwhzcal delinearion of 
propose0 manaqement Btrategics take place wizhout 
adequate baseline information. 

4.  There were no h a m  definitions of "satiafaccory" or 
"unsatisiactory" racinqs for r iparian areas. no Idea 
gzven os to how much Of the total stream arlea were 
inventoraed. no separation into class I. XI. 111, and 
I V  of z lparlan conditzona and nope by stream reach. and 
0.D.F.W.IU.S.F.S. interaqency standards were not 
utilLzed. f i l ler  oi stream rn '*satisfactory" and 
"unsat~siactory" sondrtion that are quoted are 
sLgnzficuntly diffsrent than those quotea In the H.N.F. 
"white paper on fencing of riparian areas to exclude 
permitted livestock" C11126/85). What IS tho reason 
for thra discrePOnCv? 

9 
10 



5. There was no map oi soil erosion cl~sses and Sensitive 
sorls rn partrcular. A l l  alternrtrves and eocn manaaed 
Strateay snould be evaluated rn relation to chose 
v a r m u s  oil types ior potential Impacts. 

6. A nap of ranqe allotments with rnformation on each 
allotment condrtron and trend wIth Intended manaqament 
plans was OOt present In U n Y  OT the documents. This 
Should be contained i n  the D.E.I.S. 

7. Summer thermal cover aetinrtione and w m t e r  thermel 
Cover were "0% Clerrlv SBDlrated as to aCceoCed 
(Thomas. U.S.D.A.) gurdelrnss an0 correct 
thermal/hldlng/io=uqe rations were not utrlrzed. 
Ad7acant private land thermal cover. hLdLna cover and 
forage vas not analyzed and presented to truly qlve an 
rntegrated an0 adequate assest.ment OS biq qane home 
range and the effects of Str~te91es/.ItBma=iVe6. 

8 .  The habltat e5fectivenesa model for elk did not take 
I n t o  consideration road discounts ior ontinun 
stanaards. The obvious basic assumpt~on was more 
forage, the result of lntenslve timber harvest and 
thrnnrng. meanz 1ncreac;ed populations of elk rearraless 
of other variables such os adequate canopy closure. 
hiding cover .  and road ImiDacts. Thrs 1s par= of the 
ScientLfic vacuum that the N.N.F. ooerates in. it 1s 
quite clear that H.N.F. tl iq Game models are aesianed to 
enhance timber harvest - biologrcal evaluation and 
enhancement of big game certainly has not been the 
primary intentmn. 

9. Elk en0 deer Winter range dellneetlona ere ~nconolare. 
Deer w m t e r  ranqe IS not totally SYnOnymOuS with e l k  
WInter ran98 and should be approprlatelv rdentrireo. 
Whv has M.N.F. refused to mplenent O.D.F.W. 
resonmenortions sor mod~trcarzons an0 nddrtions to 
Winter range c2aselfzed areas for over two years' It 
Is C.T.U.I.R.'s understandrng that the H.N.F. has 
stated that it will deal with these addrtrons aflg: rhe 
final olan is completed. Tho C.T.U.I.R. strongly 
recommends that these ureas be classLfied on the =orest 
Be_i_o_Ze the fLna1 plan thereby enablins a reasonable 
ludqemenc of strategy/alternaczve Impacts. To do 
otherwase would be deilc~ent plannang and continurnq rn 
rhe traditional mode 01 M.N.F. blased "connourty" 
nanaaenent without objective consideration of other 
resource vaiuea. 

IO. Old growth habitat retention and protectxm were 
obvioU61Y a very low praorxty I" the flalheur National 
Forest PreIerred alternative F .  A map o i  old QrowLh 
was nor. 'oresencad. The C.T.U.I.R. recommends inclusion 
of a nap and rnrornatlon concerning inventoried old 

11 

growth. 
by tribal members ior elk hunting. Certaln bird spesres 
indrgent to old growth habitat have sacred reliqLoUS Values. 

Old growth stands a r e  tradlt&onally preferred 

11. A 3.5% Of the entire foresc allocrtron tO roadless 
apeas in the preierrad F alternative 1s y e s  another 
example of Low regard =or the values chese 
semiprimitive area- provlde. Only 2.5% 1s g1Yen the 
consideration of nOnmOtOllZed even thouclh 89% Of the 
total forest 16 to be exclusively roaded. The 
watershed values oi these elready dlnLnLSned roaaless 
areas were not evaluated rn regard to water Qualrty or 
quantity. Extensive substantiation by B . 1 . A . .  
O.D.F.W.. and U.S.F.S. research throuqhout the three 
natrons1 ioresrs i n  the Blue nountain regLon J.ndlcate 
an overproportionate use of these roadless areas by elk 
as opposed to roaOed area6 end a very strong preference 
by the hunting publlc to have such areas Lor qU(llLtV 

Statewide elk Workshops <12/83-3/84) 
recreational experiences as rndrcated by Oremon 

12. There was no analysis or attempt made to consloer rn an 
rntegrated planning approach. The U.S./Canada Salmon 
Treaty. U.S. Y Oregon Subbssrn Plannlna an0 dlrecczves. 
B.P .A .  Enhancement Prolest Protection. O.W.R.D. John 
Day Baern Plan. N.W.P.P.C. Subbarin Plannlns. 0.D.F.W. 
Steelhead Plan. and Wlldllfe PolLcy for the State Of 
Oregon (1985). Each OT these plans ana polic~es ahOUId 
be effectlvely evaluated by alternatlve and StrUtOgy 
guidelines. 

13. Tha monitoring plan t o r  flsherres and WaCer qurllty was 
v&rtuaIly nonexistent. Game and nongame wrldllfe 
monrtoring provisions were also token at besc. 
Addltlonally monrtorzng was sub7ect to "ava1IUble 
Sundinq' rather than being directly Incorporated xnto 
output iunaing. The C.T.U.I.R. strongly recommends a 
conprehensrve nonitorrng program similar to the 
Unatrlla Natronal Forest Proposed Land and Reeovrce 
nanraenant P l a n  monitorrng program be utllszed. The 
Unucilla Forest s.eems to be light years ahead of the 
Xrrlheur In th16 regard - -  What 1s the eYcuse? 

14. Standards and g u i d e l r n e s -  for the proposed plan were 
relegate0 to sorest wrde standards an0 best ranuqement 
practices. These F.w.5.'~ and B.X.P.'s were very 
loosely termed by such nomenclature a5 should. when 
ienslble. wnere practloable. sxgnificant. euffrcient. 
etc., Wlthout consistent quullfled definrtiono 01 
these words. Neasureable crzteria w a s  not utzlrzed 
180YL"g apPlACatl0n of these F.W.S.'a and B.N.P.'S tO 

In light oi historic purely SUbIeCt~ve ludgenent. 
nanoqement oi narural resources by the M.N.F. Does the 
Xalheur actually belzeve that a '*trusr Us" attitude Will be 
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amenable EO the C . T . U . I . R .  and orher resource management 
agenCLeS? 

15. The above manrioned fourteen general comments Elno 
concerns only cover the maJor concerns of the 
C.T.U.I.R. hopefully. however. they help to point Out 
the great lack of Iniormatron prwrded in the oroposed 
plen. D.E.T.S. and aopendrces. Unless and until 
appropriate rev~s~ons. modifications or a re-draft is 
accorplished the C.T.U.I.R. cannot ressonaolv be Qzven 
irn adequate opoortunity to comment on a proposed plan 
that vi11 aifact zederally recognlzed treaty rzqnts. 
The C.T.U.I.R. requests a formal rQSpOn5e to thAs 
concern in LI timely manner beiore anv oec1s~on 1s 
effectuated Of a frnal forest plan snd D.E.I.S. based 
upon the DrDSenC draft plan and D.E.I.S. 

_ P E 9 P o S E _ o _ L A N D _ L I N D R _ E S O P R C E n A N A 8 E n E E I _ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ n ~ _ E ~ ~ S  
P.11-5 Table 11-3 etarea d decade I pll0)Bccea demend tor 019 

game use of 95.1 and a decade Isupply of 106.5 - In 
other words auDposedly more supply 16 evailahle than 
demand presently. HOW can this projection end 
atotement have any merit at all in *ace 02 the Tact 
that the Malheur Natronal Core6t i s  under Iinrted enrry 
hunting re9ulat1ons becauBe of limited populations. 
bulllcow ratios. and buckldoe ratios? All of these 
ratlos ana total populatlona are directly dependent on 
habitat nrnaaement provisions. which have becone 
limitinq Iactors on the N.N.F. 

P.11-6 “However. the production potentlal of tha forest la a 
very small percenrage of t h o  total increase necessary 

What kana oi statement of averting re6ponSibillty 1s 
thio? The John Day River system has the greatear 
salmon ana steelhead wald run potential of any Columbia 
R x v e r  tributarv rn  the State of Oregon! The 01’1qinaI 
quoted senzenca Dhould be deleted and the above 
sentence reierrinq to wrld run potential inserted. 

in the entire Columbia River Basin to meet demand.’. 

P.11-6 Under “Recreariun” aeniPrIm1EiVe roadless area waa Doc 
even mentzonea. The B.N.C. should at least recoqnlze 

Oregon Elk Worksnopsi. 
these already OVerOOmanded areas (1983/1984 State 01 

Y.11-7 “The rnplrnanration of minimum nanaaemanc requirements. 
forest-wrde stuncards. and management area standsrds 
vxll ensure raeauace pooulatlons ( ~ . e . .  supply) 9% 
nonuane eoecie~ under this forest Plan.” snao 
dependent opeores have ~ 2 %  been protested by H.M.R.’s 
and F.W.S.’s nrscorically-thls IS well known throuanout 
all three OS the Blue Nountain Fcre=ra. proposea 
F.w.5.’~ are extremely gener.1 with little if any 
measureable zr t te rxa  and accompanying attltuae oi 
eniorcsnent. The quoted statement should be aelereo 
and D qualified statement that proven. measureable and 
onforceanleu N . Y . R . ’ r  ana F.W.S.’~ (yet to be presenreo 
by i5.N.F.) are nec48sary. 

P.11-7 ‘ * A  maFr Zdctor stfrczznq L h e  forear‘s aDIllty to 
SUPPlV ~ n ~ O ~ O m O Y S  fzsn IS the amount Of ” 7 e Y  aVULlrble 
to Invest m haorrat rnprovement ProlucLs and 
Inplenencatlon oi livestock manaaenenc Str~teOLes whrch 
~ m ~ r o v e  unseLIL%c.w,ory rrpar~on areme.” nODltaL 
ImPTOYeRenL Or01eCCD are needed for degEpdBd-bpCZ1pf 
caused by Crmber nanaqenent. road Impacts. ana as you 
Doant out above a lacit OT torest service enxorcenenc ox 
idequate qrozLng allotment managemenr plans. If the 
U.N.F. cannot e t f e ~ t i ~ e l y  nrtrqate =or timber harvest, 
road. or gra:lnq rt ham no busmwm causing 
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degrodatron. A n  attitude of habltat p r o ~ ~ ~ c z i o n  1s 
greatly locking in the proposed plan. 

P.II-7 "Forear v iae  and naneyement area stondsros wlll ensure 
continued poDulatLons of resident fish under thls 
forest plan," F.W.S.'5 and area standards in the 

be ob7ectrvaly rmpleaented. What data and resealch 
does the 1 l . N  F. have to vrlrdly Substmtigte the =bOYO 
qUote? 

pTOpo6eO pian are O o D r l Y  FonGerved and LOO Elenerr1 to 

P.II-a "The supply of iorapc averlable *or 11vesto~x m z a z ~ ~ o  
under th15 forejt plan vi11 be near hrstoric levels 0 2  
use. Hlstorrc ~ r a z r n g  level& have baen detrinenzal Lo 
numerous riparian areas ~ C T O S E  tne ioreat and 
SubstanKrrl range oreas. A r e  managed A,U..M. levels rn 
the "unsotlsiasrorr" rated rlparran ore06 to bo loweren 
but somehow recompensed rn the total iorest A.U.U. 
levels Oy the proD06ed lodgepole ClearcUttln4 I n  
r~pLIrLan areas and BxtenSIVe tree t a r n  thlnnrncl 2nd 
silvlculturar ore5cr&ps1ons thereby Creatlnq addrtlonor 
forrqe? Shritzng Impacts from one ~ ( r a a  of the ~ o r e s c  
to another IS not acceptable to the C.T.U.I.R. 

P . 1 1 - 8  "The s u p p l y  of recreation OpportunitLes avullaolu on 
the Krlheur National Forest Gurrently exceeas tLla 
demand for all types of reoreatLon." Thls statement IS 
totallv false. should be deleted. and snould b e  
replaced with an accurate statement reqardinq the 
followrncl polnts: Habrtus manaqenenc DrOYlSlOnS I . 0 . .  
extensrve onen road Bvstems. w ~ n t e r  rnnqe thermal lnd 
foraqe quulrty and other limitinq factors hove forcoa 
O.D.F.W. to ILmrt hunter harvest m d  hunter recreatAon 
o r y s  by limited entrv and Short seasons. 0.D.F.W. has 
shown demand aT-e=rer than supply for hLqh Ouallty 
resrdent trout flSherIes 6uCh a6 the North FOTk nrlheUr 
River: no salmon sports fishery BXIStG on the M.N.F. 
due zo reduced populot~ons - certainly depondenr on 
c ~ t m y n  haaztat - the Northwest IS ionous for 
znternational demand tor salmon sport fisheries!. 
1983/1984 State of ureaon E l k  Workshops indicated the 
number one concorn oi the hunting publlc w a s  too 
many rooas ana not onoucin roadless quillty huntlnq 
areas: C T.V.I.3./IJ.D.F.U. Cooperative aqreements 
srcrenery lLnlC trzbal ilsheries cn the John Day 
system-rhese z ~ s a e r ~ e s  are rocreatloom1 as well 3s 
SubSIScenCe. 

P 11-8 "Undeveloped areas' statement reflects the clear intent 
oi the N.N.F. to place a low value on these roadless 
areas Tor fisherre5 and wrldlrfe and wOterShe0 values. 
The X.N.F. has not even attempted to grfher and present 
data on the above mentioned values of these aceas. A 
proposed preierrea alternasxve F reduCtlOn 01 present 
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p.111-2 

P.111-2 

P.111-3 

"Timber firnoaoment" - The N.N.F. has historrcdly 
harvested timber at rates xnd by prescr&ptrons that 
have VLrtUJilly mined l arge  diameter ponderosa Dine z r o n  
exrensive areas and Culminated I" a frnal removal oi 
these hiahly valued lumber and hrghly value" habitat 
producina trees. Shrfting the na]ority of the forest 
to a tree farm. thinned out douqlas I I ~ .  true i n  
ecosystem 1s a iar cry iron the tremendous attrrbutes 
of diversxired. multistorred. habrtat and hiah quality 
lumber providrnq ponderosa6 pine sztes. The N.Y.F. hos 
sacrrficed ilsh and wildlife values and water cuality 
oy harvastinq 203 MilBF ~ n n u n l l y  -- How Can an increase 
of 27.: 1203-258> be Iustizied r n  the *ace oi Increased 
dm-fpn:n abrOqrat10n to the treaty rlqhr by plecemetli 
dearaaatron to long term natural r~source values? 

''An ant r lys is  of the Forest's ability to produce tlmber 
indicates chat the forest Could surrply up to 59.2 
m i l l i o n  Cubic ieet (326 million board feet) per year on 
a nOndeCIInlnq *low harvest Schedule.' What roluvanc~ 
10 Such a SCaLBment L O  a well balanced I O r e b C  plan 
O T O C e 6 E I  when It 1s OUlta obvious such a harvest level. 
rf actually attainable. Would be at the t o t a l  cost of J 
completely unnaturally occurrms ecosystem on the 
I.N.P. and subsequent extreme fish. wildllre. ana 
reCreetion detriment? Such statements ana the 
menrality that accomoany them hove no place I n  
balances. leaally and productIYely manaaed d~VersIStie0 
iorear. for multiple use. A "Physical ability OT tho 
foresc to o r o ~ u c e  tmber' alone does not substantlate a 
27t increase I" onnuul hrrvast as 1s rnplied here. 

"The ocsire %or old-erowth habrtet by groups such B O  

I z a r ~  Lhl'ion Leraue. Audubon Society. Oregon. 
D e p r r c n e n r  oz Fisn and W~ldliie. Oreaon Natural 
Resources councli. and Grant county U O ~ T B ~ Y I C L O ~ ~ S ~ S  
to meet ZLle needs of specrrlc pLanrS and/or Dnlnll 
s ~ e c l e ~  or for other reasona would reduce the SLmber 
volume rvnllible to re3Dond to natlonDil and regronal 
demands xnd to maintarn or exnand tne wood DrOdUCts 
In( lus try  rn the comnunrty:' This statement 1s an 
eYDllc:r eramole oi the biased attatude whrch eXISt6 
vichin K . ! I . F .  r.lministration and the plttrng oi ntlturrl 
reSOUrcB *ralues such as old growth hobltat aaeznst 
"naC10nm ana regional" demands and nalntenanDe oi the 
1oca1 wood Products indu52r'Y. The U.S.F.S. ~ n c  X.N.F. 
In parclculrr are evidently not on the lisr os those 
who awszre old growth habit(lt to meet rho needs of 
speclflc olrnta and/or anmmal spec~es. A -mere 3.4% 
( D . E . I . 5 .  P.5-15) old growth allocation rn the 
preierred aitornative r e  ample evldense oi the n.N.F.'s 
low rc9ala for Lh19 v a l u e  despite tne  N.F.n.A. multiple 
use mOnOaiLe =no concept. "Nultzple UPB" oppears to 
CranSlOtB Lnto iiber orodustron wlth a l l  Other uses 
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P.111-3 

P.111-'2 

P.III-'1 

B.111-'1 

bezng subordinate - dven federally mandated and 
protected treaty r'lghts. 

"ThLe total sell volume averelin4 258 million board 
feet per year 1s an ~ncreose oi 55 million board feet 
over the timber volume Sold over the part 10 Years 
(1977-1986). ThLs Increase is propo6ed to w e 5  
increas~na demana iron local and nonlocsl timber 
Lndubtr~es. nany oi these producers are totally 
denendent on the Forest for raw materiale." Here the 
N.N.F. admits their reasoninq for a 55 nnBF averaae 
annual cut Increase. The entire proposed plan and 
D.E.I.S. ~llustr=te the iact that other RlUltlple 
resource considerations did not rem60nably iormulate 
this increrree. 

The qUDLrd drop from 5% LO 30% COnposLtion 01 

ponderosa pino orfered i n  - the preferred plan stron9lY 
rndrcotes that an overcut of this speczes has already 
taken D ~ C O  and that sustained yleld management has not 
taken 01ase for Ponderosa pine. 

"Timber harvest on all lands will reeul% in improved 
big-qame COver/forBae relationsh10e temporary torase 
ior wrldlrie and livestock and will promote Yeqetative 
d z Y e & - 6 1  cy. . The intended clearcut ana OVerbtOSY 
removal with ~ 1 z e n 6 1 v e  thrnnrn- pTOCtzCe6 v l l l  create 
le66 old Growth. 1-66 ponderosa pine 8506y6te.6, less 
thermal Cover ( -6  deizned by Thomas-Blue XountaAn 
HrndbooKl. 186s hidinq cover. and simply W11l be 
drrecroo more toward even aged nanwemenr .  
Cover/forane models and derinitions in che propooed 
olan r r a  nor. accepsod lO.D.F.W./U.S.F.S. aqreenents) 
models and the X.N.F. drd not take Into dCEOYnZ 

cover/xora~e TILIDS of l a n d s  od]acenr to the Pl.N.F. 

"about Une-L11rC( of rhesc elk winter on the LOrC.St. 
ManrqemenC 0: blq-game herd levels  Ls the 
rasponsrbiiiry oi the atate of Oreson. Deoarcnent oi 
Fls? and W x l d ~ - < C  While the USDA Forest SerVLCO nanasos 
Lhd hdblLaL occurr~na on the Forest. I .Ul .2  deer 
pooularrona have iluctuared durinrr the past forty years 
and are  currenrly on a downwara trend Ln C Y 0  OS Che 
seven qamc manaaement unizs whish include the Forest. 
The llmrrlnc hrbltat irctor on bLs-aane poDulaclons ls 
winter range. Xi~naqement oz big-game wlntor r m q e  :or 
elk w i l l  provloe =or Che vrnterrng needs 0: mule deer 
3s well since avarlable mule deer wlnter rmae 15 

m i n u "  ana ovarlaos wrth elk winter ran-. 

Ail tne w i n t e r  renare nave more m a n  enough xoraae 
lqras6 and -rase-rrke soeciesl to carry both the 
presenz numuer os lrvescock and the pzesenc number 01 

18 



wintering elk. Ranchers on prrvate land adlacens to 
the Foress a r e  concerned about the movement oi elk off 
Of the PoresC to Wlnt*r and sprlns r a n l ~  on prLvute 
land. The lncrsused Dotentla1 for the Forest to carr/ 
luraer PODYlltlOnS OT e l k  W l l l  also 1ncr0aE.e tho 
potential for more elk to winter on prrvate land. The 
State manaqement obiective for big-qame poaulrtrons to1 
Game Zanr4ement IJnrte which occur an t h o  Nalheur 
National Foroat 1s to SUDply vlnter 3lblt-t for 
Y O P ~ O Y I ~ Y ~ ~ ~ Y  2.800 elk 

A 9 P e B L e T -  DUmDel 0: e l k  and ceer V O U I ~  ulncrr on 
tne Foresc rS better protectzve C ~ - I : B T . L ~  and 
arnaserenZ toox place on winter ranae. Cattle 
should be removed form WinteF ran98 by Uctober 1 
to preserve tall green UP for wrldlrfe roragie 
needs. The lad% of fall greenup thzs year clearly 
Polnts OUT, the ValldrtY of such management. 
VehicUl-?.r and snowmobile tra*fic must be wrthdrawn 
from all wrnter range with tho exception ot n a ~ n  
rrZerlDle and collector roads CO enable habitat 
efiec=rveneas. Thermal and hiding cover must be 
U p  to Standards. (Thomas-Blue Mountain Handbook) 
and ProvLde TOT- deIICIenCes Of ad3acent lands. 

Mule deer winter ranQe 1s not synonymoua with elk 
wlnter ranQe necessarily and additional areas  
Icentified by O.U.F.W. should be rmnedratrly 
rnprementeu LO incz.ee~(e utilization or notzonal 
iorssr. This w111 help alleviate burcen on 
rrncners and helr, bur'far private land rnpacts on 
winter range. 

The M.N.F. should adopt en egressrve %=tltUae of 
wtimally ProvIdlnq aoth quulzty wlnter and summer 
hrbrtat for ~ & g  gnme. Several area6 rdTrcent to 
M.N.F. lands exLst where elk ahve Sougnt out year -  
long resrdency to dvoid high density open road use 
Impacts ana poor hoortat conditions. 

Please Present specific data that BUDStdntlatCS 
the blanket 5tutement that "all the wrncer ranges 
hove more Chrn enouqn forage". This should 
include ranle conaltion by each allotnentlwrnter 
ranqa area. 

Past mrnaqeinent ohrlosophy of the N.N.F. has been 
to virtually elminate themselves from 
rasponsrbrlity and comnrttnent toward qualrty 
managemenc of big gum8 populatx" compos&tion. 

recommendations hove been. for the most purt. not 
aadressed by H.N.€. over the last seven years. 
Only  a genuine and highly integrrtea 

and hunter recreaclon aays. O.U.F.W.'S 
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habrtat/population management soenar-10 1s 
GUfflCIBnt for todays ComDlex COmDrehsnalve 
plonnrna and laplementat~on neeas. The c2.T U.I.R. 
by JlrtUe of the treaty riqht should be rn 
rnreqral part of this process. 

P.11-5 "Most hunters are  not concerned specifically about 
populatron numbers but are m01-o concornea aoout rhe 
length of the huntzng season opportunities for ~ u c c e ~ s  
and whether nuntlng wrll be on I lrmrted enzry brsrr 
that would reauce therr huntrng freedom." This 
srrtemenr 1s very nrelerdrng and should =e modIzLed to 
Dortruy the fact that two game manaqenenr. units. 
Northsrde una l<urderer's Creek for mule deer are below 
15181 esrablishsd ob>ectrves. Thomas. Leckenbv and 
Other well respected researohers hove 6tron9 
apprehensions oi current U.S.F.S. brg game habitat 
Danrgoment and the abrlrty of nooulatzons and 
conposrtlons to maintain themselves. C.T.U.I.R.. 
O.D.F.W.. and the p u b l ~ c  at large also are skeptLc=I ox 
lonq term SUGt.l"ment and enhancement of populrrron and 
composition levels. Although state ob3ectiVe revels 
may be reached d~strrbutron throughout watershed and 
hone range areas may not be suifrclent. As OrevIously 
stated i n  C.T.U.I.R. c0nnants. the courts have clearly 
Stated that f1sh must be present to catch in order for 
the treaty riqht to be exercised. If, by vartue of 
Y . N . F .  habrtat management Impacts, an are- or watershe0 
trrditronrlly used by tribal members to hvnr b14 gone 
becomes deficient ox elk or deer the opportunrty to 
exercise the treaty right in that area a160 becomes 
deficient and an inherent a s - g n c ~ ~  abrogrotlon eXISts. 

P.111-5 The N.N.F.  cannot legrtrnarely state: "Presently the 
Kalheur Notional Forest cover/forage r'ot~o of 71/29 
provides too much cover to provide OotlmUm bLg-gamo 
habitat. Timber management actLVltleO have rmpoved. 
and can further Improve the balance and drstrxbutron OS 
cover and forage. A 6  a result population numDer6 have 
Increased and are expected to continue to Increase.' 
Ad7acent land cover/forage ratio's Were not considered 
and ~n liqht or' C.T.U.1.R.IO.D.F.W. and other agencies 
rncludrnq U.S.F.S. Natronal Forest- and Research 
StatLons that drsagree with M.N.F. models. thrs 
statement should be oeleted and replaced with a 
Statement that reflaste each of the aiorementroned 
points soeciircally. 

P.111-5 "The Forest e.ct&Vlty that -moat affects the management 
eCt10nS oi O.U.F.W. to m e e C  Its population ObpctlveS 
1s tne control of access for hunters using motorized 
vehicles." Add - thinninq. clearcuttinq and other 
prescriptions affects h r d m q  and thermal cover ior big 
game also. 
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Q.111-5 The discussion under XgSg!&IgQ!'' is replete wlth 
assumotions based on erroneous models. Incorrect an0 
vnqurlifred summer thermal and wznter thernel cover 
definztLone, no cumulative assessment in terms of 
ad>acent lands and no regard for roading dzscount 
variables. etc.. Thxs entire sect10n should reflect 
each of the above consrderations and not make 6ucn 
unsubstantiated statenents e6 currently exist in the 
text. The private land use section is very nisleadlng. 
The Impact of N.N.F road activity year long is a major 
reason for rncressed privata land use and should De 60 
B tated. "Foroge inprovenents" will increase use on 
N.N.F. winter range If they refer to iorage quality not 
necessarrly more opened harvested and thinned areas 
deficient oi crucrol hidlnq and thermal .cover. Fall 
green-uo nust be prlOrLtlZed tor big game winter ranqe 
use - not overutilized by cattle. 

P.111-6 With the Increase i n  avellable torage end the 
naintenrnoo oi lxvestock numbers near present levels. 
there should noc be competrtron between elk and 
domestic livestock for available forage on the Nrtronal 
Forest. Future management will ensure adequate toraga 
for both throuqn the InglenentatLon of manauenent 
stinoards." Increased quantity of iorage aue to 
thinnrnq and harvestrng IS not an acceptable trade off 
vith loss of needed thermal and hiding cover f o r  blq 
game. 

P.111-6 "Nat&oncll environmental qroupa (Izaak Walton League. 
AudUbon Socrety. Sierra Club. etc.) believe that 
OverQrazxna and Unreaulited livestocx use of these 
areas results in a loss oi streansrde vegetation. 
increases water temperature. excesszve bonk erosion. 
and accelerated sedrmentatron of caravel fish-soawnrng 
O ~ B ~ S .  These groups have ralsed rxparzan monaqement 
concerns to a natronal level. often calling for 
e l i m m a t ~ o n  of qrazing. They urge thus these oreas 
rece~ve soacial attentron in land mrnaqement danninu. 
Thzs IS reflected zn the special menclon 0: riparzan 
area management I n  the NFNA requlatLons. Not 
necessarrlLy by H.N.F choice and desired direction. 

Locally. envrronmentgl groups, Indian tribes and the 
Columbiu 6Lver Xntertribal FL6h Conmissron. ana other 
ogenczes sucn 6s Oreqon Dsaartment oi Frsh und Wlldlrfe 
and rhe tnvrronnental Protectron Agency share chese 
concerns to varyin, deqrees:' 

Thxs IS anoLher example of the M.N.F. plttlng natural 
resource concerned entht2es agaxnst industry. 
Apparencly the N . N . F .  does not rdentrfy itself w ~ t n  
those who "believe that OverqrazLnq and unregulated 
livestock Use" re6ulta In thte above quoted ZmDbctS. 

but rather poorly pretends to be the mediator. 
Stewardship responsia211ty on che part ox the N.N.F. 1s 
highly lackin9. 

P.111-G "The majority (95 percent) oi the rrparran areas On the 
Forest are In a SotiSfaCtory condition. Only 5 
percent, 235 strean nlles have been rnventorred Os 
unsatisfactory based on extenszve areas of unstable. 
eroding banks and lack of stream surtace shadin- 
however. these areao are in an improving condition. 
Although past loqqrng practrces. roads adlacent to 
streams. insect outbreaks. and fireo can and have 
aifected tho ripartan areas O n  the Forest, the lsrgeet 
impact8 on strean teaperoture ond the nalority of the 
gullies In unsatisfactory riparian areas have been 
caused by reduction of hardwoods in these armas due to 
past livestock arazrnq practices and wrldlife use:. 

The statistics states above are Only aseumptrone 
without w r i t  Que to incomplete total inventory of all 
streams. BpaczfzcaIly identify and define with 
leasureable Fr-lterLa the ratrngs of' "satLsractory". 
"unsatrsfactory". *'e~tensive'* and "improving". Please 
provrde data and aocumentatzon of wildlife causInCI "the 
largest impacts on strean temperature and major it^ of 
gullies... etc.". It is amazxng to see the not so 
subtle attenDt to blame wildlife for whatever 1mDact or 
conflict oi lnterest thac the N.N.F. nay doem 
supportrve of their StrateSy. 

P.111-7 "There are Opportuntties to increase the rete or 
rmprovement rn  rrparirrn areas often these will reduce 
the amount of rLparIan areas available to 1ivesLoCk 
grazing for sone period of time:' 

This statenent conveys the ldea that N.N.F. teels 
justified In concinUIng to qraze rn degraded r&parlan 
areas because oi liveszock demand re9ardleQs of actual 
need and Opportunity co ~ r o t e c t  - planned mazncenance 
of A.U.M. levels In =he preierred alternative rndlcate 
this. 

P.111-7 "In those rrparran areas rn sarrsiectory ConaitLon up 
to 55 percent of the annually avarlable qrowtn of 
grasses can be utLlrtied. Rraarian shrub use wlll oe 
lrmited to not greater than 50 percent of the annual 
avarlrble arowth." 
"Satrsiactory Condition. has been based only on 
8~06ZOnlgUllylng ana water temperatures below 
"excensIve" ratings wrthout qualiircatron. Whac types 
oi shrub use will be nalntalned -- non-palatable 
soecies to lIve6tOcH1 Who decICte0 "55" and "50" 
percent w e r e  acceptable and on what soecific b101091Cal 
bas161 Whore is the data base iniormacion to SuPDOrc 
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P.111-7 

P.111-7 

P.111-7 

P.111-B 

this? 

Certain rlperrnn areas on the M.N.F. have greatly 
rnpacted YOU"- cottonwood shrubs for example. 
Conposrtron quality of the naturally occurrinq rrparzan 
ecosystem musc be malntalned. What quullty control 
~ea5ures. admittedly not taken In  the vast by M.N.F.. 
wlll Insure enTorcement of adequute grazinq Controls? 

"Instream hebitec rmprovenenrs wlll occur Over 1.5 
nrlea of stream annuall.," - HOW 1s thL6 supposed co 
kaap UP with inprccs or 258 a ~ l l r o n  board zeec narveet 
annuully. extensive rlourrm lodsupole clerrcuts. 
116.000 annually allocrsed A.U.N.'3. und over  8500 
m 1 1 8 5  Of roods Planned - many of Wnlch are In the 
riparxm? 

"The end result 01 these Improvements LS =hot overall 
anadromous irsh numbers are emected to l o r e  than 
double by the Y W U r  2037.' the N . N . P .  should 
spec1flCallY identify the portron of t3e douollng of 
the run that will D e  .IttrlbUted to the12- ezforts and 
properly qualify the substant~otxon. 

"Roadless Areas '  why i s  no new wilderness rccomnenaeo 
when tne nrtronrl demand for such =reus LS hA9h and on 
a steady long term Increase: The exceot~onally hrgh 
values of the Dine creek a r ~ a  nerz: s e r ~ o u s  
conslderatlon *or wrlderness area classrrlcarlon. The 
brg game habrtrt. old qrowth ecosvscem. =rid ersie 
hobitut ana wacarshea values iur outwe14n the r ~ n b e r  
values that could be economically extracted. Not one 
aIteTnltlYB consrderea inclU610n OI plne CreeR TOadleTrs 
area into wllaerness. Has N . N . F .  taken It U D O ~  
themselves to set wilderness oolrcy without Dublac 
opnor=unzty to reasonably cons%aer m a  provide ~ n p u s  
into the planning Process? The HalheUr Natxonal toreac 
IS well rn l i n e  wrth the rest of the alue Mountain 
Forests rn a1reaa.y having eliminated most roaaless 
areas ana establlshrng some of the hLqnest road 
densltltzes In the nation on nutlonil iorescs. Tho 
preferred plan to further elrmrnrte 63% oi tho e~istrng 
SemIprlmltlYe roudleSE. Ire05 ana leave a m Y l f q ( l r  3.3 X 

of the forest outside wlldorness and the scenic area LS 
tzppmg the balance scale ox multiple use to :no p o ~ n t  
past the stop and absolving the orrglnal our~ose of the 
in:trunent. Even ri the entire 180.948 ucreas OX 
undeveloped ureas were returned I n  roadless 
class~XlClt1on the addrtional Computation ox Struwberry 
and Nonumenr Rock Wilderness and Vlnegar tiill-Indrrn 
Rock Scenic A r e a  asreage would brinq rhe total to less 
than 20% of the entlr8 foresc. 80* roaded 20% unroaaed 
certainly doe6 noc seam overbalanced In favor OX 
rordless Urea values to the C.T.U.I.R.. but apparently 

I 
1.s to the I1.N.F. administratron. Tho C.T.U.1.R. 
reconmends very strongly that lPOx of existing roadlees 
area. be retained and thut no motorlzed use be allowed 
~n these areas. 7.000 mrlea of exrstmg road6 Le more 
than ample for motorized use. 

P.IV-1 "2. Provlde for a dletrrbutlon and variety of developea 
recreirtlon fucrlities that are consistent with public 
damrnd for rctrvrtles and experiences and are 
compatible wrth Y forest environment." Is the I1.N.F. 
management ot 819 Creel' canuground I n  Logan Valley such 
dn eranple? Nost of the heautlful old qrowth ponderosa 
pzne I n  this campground were w r k e d  with blue paint to 
be cut and then roparntod with bluck PaLnt. The blue 
paint remain6 outsrde the campground fence even though 
thzs oasz6 i n  tho middle of a large hrgh elevation 
prirrre -6  hone to nesting sundhlll C ~ U ~ E S ,  or hiqh 
cultural value. and adlocent a drverse stream/aauatlc 
ecosystem. On one Vxsat this summer the C.T.U.I.R. 
scarf photogrrmhed u number of cattle g x r g e  tho 
cimpgrouna fence and the accompanying dustbowl that was 
created. On anocher occasion it took several minutes 
to get through a l l  the cattle adjacent to the outside 
fence whLlo drLvln9 Out oi the campground. T h L s  tYD9 
of S I C U ~ S L O ~  should be rn  embrrossment to the N . X . ? .  
administration but obviously 2s not enOUQh to 6tOD 
harvest oi this xzlana of trees or curtail grazlnq 
Impacts. The N.N.F.  proposod plan to ainlnlsh 
campground SBTVICOS rnd the aforementioned tyoe oi 
management situation on Big Creek campground ore 
opposed by the C.T.U.I.R. 

P.Iv-2 "26. Provrde a favorable flow of wacer (quantity, 
qualzty. and trmrng)" twenty years of re6earCh data on 
the nearby Unatrlla Barometer Watershed mdLCate6 
strongly that Current U.S.F.S. harvest preSCrlptlOnC 
zncroase surface runoif of water. It seems quite 
reraono4le that subsequent higher potentral of 
streambank eroszon. srltatron, snd other 1qUatLc 
damage may be the result. B.P.A., O.D.F.W.. Trlbrl. 
and U.S.F.S. fisherre6 enhancement eftort5 and the 
tramendous assocrated Costs Of such proleote cannot 
afford detrlmencal Impacts. The I1.N.F. he= noz Even 
attempted to evaluate cumulative wutershed Impacts. 
:his should be done I" relatron to each nlternarlvo and 
~n relation to protection standards of each nansqement 
SLTaGOqy.  

P.1V-5 "Approxrnetely 5,000 acres ot wildlrfe nabLtat 
Improvements vrll have been completed by the end of the 
first decaae." That would be an annual aYerugW OT Only 
500 acres. A couple of gooa SIzod preSCrLb6-d SUrnS for 
b i g  game range Improvements could amount to 5000 acres. 
Why so meager an eftort in wzldlrfe ennanceaentl 
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P.IV-5 "There wrll be 14 fewer developed cammaround." The 

reduce recrertion fmcrlxties on the forest. The N . N . F .  
seems to rndicate a low demand for these cumpgrounds- 
If so the low use pattern would require low marntenance 
requirements and associated Costs. The nacional demand 
for such facrlitres Is on the rise not declrne and 
M.N.F. policy should reflect this. 

C.T.U.I.R. opposed thrs proposal by the M.N.F. to 

P.IV-7 "Approximately 1469 mile- of road will hsvv boan 
cOn6trUCteO. Virtually all available and sultablo 
commercLal torest land w ~ l l  be Occessea:' Pass 
transpOrtatlOn plan6 have not rea.sonably Utilized 
tribal and O.D.F.W. input into bip game, eroOion. 
direct habitat loss, recreatronal values. ana cavzty 
nestma (snag retention) impacts. The prowxed vlan and 
D.E.I.S. ore qULte deficlent In this regard and 
adaquare rniormatron needs to be suppl&ea *or 
reaeonrble analysrs and rnput by the C.T.U.I.R. The 
very hzah aensrty of existrns roads IS of great concorn 
to =he C.T.U.I.R. partrcularly with the omen road 
policies of the N . N . F .  exceptzng a very small 
percentege of roads closed ior a few weeks of hunting 
season. The H.N.F. manages the forest habrtat and any 
negatzve zmpacts caused by that management a r e  the 
n.N.F.'s r86ponsibility. Tho U.S.F.S.. rncludlna the 
H.N.F.  has had the policy Ol pleclnp ZOaQ nonngnmt 
closure and en~orcenent costs on O.D.F.W. The U.S.F.S. 
LB responsible for Impacts, not O.D.F.W.. ana the 
X . N . F .  has a dIrecr and rnherent manaqement 
responsIbil&ty and accountability in thL6 regard. If 
Inadequate fundina levels are the problem then I road 
should not be burlt that cannot be mrtigated for. Tho 
C.T.U.I.R. 1s very willing to work with M.N.F . .  
O.D.F.W.. the wood products Industry, etc., in solY&ng 
these problems. The Umatzlla Forest has propsoed a 2.5 
mrles per 5que.r~ mrle open road den6aty forest wrde. 
Though the C.T.U.I.R. recommends a 1,5/sq.ml. denszty 
at leust the Umatilla is strrvlng to ProtEICt uildlifu 
values. The M.N.F. should implement such open road 
densltres very  seriously and develcp transportaiton 
plans scsordinqly. 

P.IV-22 "Wlldlife". Mule deer are not mentioned rn this 
sectLon and are Oupp06edly taken care of in Other 
DOrtiOns of the prooosed plan and D.E.1.S. Under elk 
habicaz crovzaons. i tulo deer have no_& been 
nierorzcally adequately protected. The 106s oi hunter 
recreatwn days by vzrtue - o f  limited entry-uno short 
s~osons plus two game management units thot are b e l o w  
state ObiectLve levels are evidence of that fact. 
C.T.U.I.3. recommends that mule deer become an 
Iaentlfred indicator spec~es. 

P.IV-12 "Enphaarze uneven-ayaa nanagement on 32,883 acres In 
riparian areas. In lcdgepole pine riparian stands 
(4,237 acres) emphasize even-aged mana.ement!' The 
excremely high values oi the riparlen system for 
watershed buffers. fisheries. non-gome specres. bIg 
qone travel corridars. etc. nerrt staunch Orotection. 
The econom~c value of timber In the 3% portion of the 
entire Sorest identified to bo rn the rrparlan 
allocation (toble 5-2, D.E.I.S.) i s  In no way 
Comparable to these aforementioned values. The 
C.T.U.I.R. recommends no-cut buffer zones of 100 it. 
minimum on each side of all perennial, madronous. and 
resident fish streams. Resrdent trout 5treais are very 
much a concern to the C.T.U.I.R. ae these rlsh are 
tradrtionally uti1Ized by the Tribes and luqally 
protected by the 1855 Treaty right. 

?.IV-20 "(c> It is not necessary to meet vrldliie tree 
requirements on every acre: retain the desarea nunoer 
of trees, generally. on a total resource iniormmtion 
Complrtment baszs.** In Other words one cluno oi old 
growth mrght qualify an entiro T.R.I. compartment for 
adequate snag level requarement~7 Thrs is a hfghly 
subiective assumption on the part of N.N.F. The 
C.T.U.I.R. recommends State of Oreqon Obiective levels 
end po11cy be utilized as ainrnun population and 
composit~on levole for gome m d  non-qane sposies. 

P.IV-21 "Timber". The l4.N.F. should include their disease ana 
pest damaged stand map6 and 1nventori0s and reaLzstic 
impacts oi harvesting these stands parrrcularlv with 
regard to tho exCoptLon rule oz larger chan 40 acre 
c1earcuts. 

P.IV-22 "5. A narvested area of commercrol forest lane will no 
lon4er be considered a CrQated OPenlm for 
silvicultural prupose.6 when stockmq S U r Y e Y s  carr1eu 
out I" c,ccordance with RQglonUl Lnstructrone rndrcate 
prescribed tree stocking 2s at lealst 4 112 ieet hiah 
and free to grow." H i d ~ n g  cover needs oi elk dictate a 
minimum of 10-12 feet high standards according zo 
Thomas (Blue Mountain Guidebook) 4 112 feet 1s totally 
Inadeauate to hide a standing elk not to mention 
intended thinning prescriptions by M.N.F. 

P.1V-22 "However. a reTorestatzon p e r m d  of more than 5 years 
may bo ?lanned to meet economic and Other resource 
management 0s)ect.ves." There. rn effect. is no 
guarantee of 5 ./ear reforestation nor adequate 
reforestatron levels wrthin that time. There are 
plenty OS exrsting areas on the 3.N.F. where 
reiorestatlon has not worked and the C.7.U.I.R. re 
concerned vrth this L ~ S U W .  Economic and viable 
reforescation efforts mubt be improvea In order i o  
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substantrate harvest ili a Particular stand and initlate 
prescrzptrone for D site. T m b e r  sale tunding must 
pFOvIde ior economic needs OS reiorestrtron efforts. 

P.IV-32 "2 .  Thin planted or natural stands to dealred stockrng 
levels by the rlme trees are 20 years old." So 
cneorettcally all stands under general Sorest 
msnaqement wall bQ thinned by the +&me they are 20 
years old. What 1s the effect to hidrna and thermal 
covwr to biq "a le .  amuse.  and "on-qame speczes? The 
C.T.U.I.R. support5 a resnonsrble stewardshrp over the 
entire forest vnlch uoes not include a oroloqicrl 
desert on the tlmoer mrnaaeo portron. 

P.IV-35 "Management area 2-rangeiona (95.626 acras ) .  . . "~oais". 
Thrs qoal should ePecrfrcally state forage re to be 
managed to enirnce wildlife and also fisherLe6 
(SIDar'lan areas). Lavastock forme need are rmoortant 
and Inceqruted with wildlife needs but should not have 
priority over vlldllTOIWatershed values. 

P.IV-37 w a n a s m e n t  area 3 - ... r ~ p a r ~ a n "  A specrfrc 
inventory should be undertaken to fdentLfy all rrparzan zones end 
their condirlons. 

P.J-1 The monrtorlno secrlon I s  exrrenely weak and should be 
modeled similar to the Umatalla Forest proposed forest 
p l a n  monlcvrlnq Pr09r3m. Funding must be directly tiea 
to oiannsa OWW. actlvlcles - not SUbJeOt LO Current 
budslet deX1cit Cut5 and thereiore be uncercarn. 
Xonltorln~ SchedYIOS uro In great need of more rrsquent 
L@PlemenrrtLon m a  rwDOrtzn4 perlode. The renortma. 

for eriecrlv. C.T.U.I.R.. u.s.F.s.. and U.D.F.W. 
manrgemenc OT il6her:es and wildlife. 

In m l n Y  51585. neecaG t0 be On an annual bas16 ln order 

e e e e B s E B - E l n e _ P a e _ e ; g ; I ; s l _ B O B E I E I E _ E P l g ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ P e ~  

The C.T.U.I.R.'e thouqhts concernlnq the lntegrlty ai the 
~roposed plan and D.E.I.S. should be well noted by the precedrng 
Comnmts. The C.T.U.I.R. does not have adequate staff or time 
to. In essenco. StrLYB to rewrite the entrre dOCYmente presented. 
The U.S.F.S. has that responsibilzty but unfortunataly has 
oroduced document oi hrqhly auesGlonable worth. The concerns. 
comments. and reconnendatrons contained ~n the preceding 
sectxons also apply to tho D.E.I.S. It 1s lrmortant to note ac 
thls time that the C.T.U.I.9. supports the revzsed drait edltlon 
o i  State of Oregon O.U.F.W. comments to the H.N.F. proooeed olan 
and U.E.1.5. ? O Y I ~ W  of final O.D.F.W. Comments w a s  not possible 
beiora the comment submlF.610n deadline eo the K.N.F. The 
aiorementroned O.D.F.W. comments are anclosed. The "citizen's 
multiple use altarnutrve' comments on roadless areus are also 
suaported by the C.T.U.I.R. It 16 Important to reiterate the 
desire of the C.T.U.I.R. to work wrth the M.N.F. and RegLon b rn 
aolvrnq What the tribe contends as Jer-Ious d_%--facgg abro=rrat1on 
of' tho 1855 Treaty Rlght. Whether or not the forest plannrnq 
process wrll sUf'f'LC1ently address this ~ s s u e  renaznr. to be seen. 
The Coniederated Trrbe are hoDeful oi resolving the ~ssue's ln a 
plannrnq process forum rather than being forced to take lesa1 
actlo". 
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OREGON STATE SENATE 
S W M  OREGON 

97310-1347 

November 22, 1987 

Forest Supervisor 
Malheur National Forest 
139 NE Dayton Street 
John Day, OR 97845 

Dear Forest Supervisor: 

I am writing In regard to the Malheur Forest Ten Year Plan. 
First, I have SIX national forests in my senatorial distrlct 
and it certainly isn't easy to evaluate the studies in all 
forests. My father at one time was the District Forest Ranger 
for the Malheur Forest and I have been raised in this envlron- 
ment all of my life. 

The sustained yield basis relating to the allowable cut has 
been an argument of timber interest for years in this country. 
Since becoming a legislator I am astonished at the power the 
environmental community has with so little factual information. 
I guess the power comes from political clout! In Eastern 
Oregon we are all environmentalist and certainly want what is 
right for the future of our cities in the long run. 

I believe the ten year plan should reflect a 260 million 
board feet target per year. This target could be achieved 
by adding back all of the roadless areas into the full 
multiple use category, plus removing 6,500 acres from the 
recommended 50,000 acres of restricted old growth material. 

Wilderness designation has hurt the allowable cut in many 
forests. 
returned to multiple use. 

All areas not under this designatlon should be 

Roads for timber sales should be closed after sales and the 
standard for their construction should be lowered. Constructlon 
of these roads should be sensitive to watershed and wildlife 
habitat. 

Forest Supervisor 
Page 2 
November 22, 1987 

controlled is a good management tool. 

The "Preferred Plus Plan" I feel is the preferable plan. 
We need better management and with wilderness preferably 
out of the way, we need a multi-purpose concept of forest 
management. The United States Forest Service must provide 
a sustained yield management long range program. 

Thank you for the opportunity to answer the Malheur Forest 
Plan. 

Sincerely yours, 
9 

Eugene "Gene" Timms 
State Senator 
District 30 

EDT/ee 

Grazlng should be marntalned at 121,000 AUMs. 
as an elk and deer hunter is that wildlife 1s continuing to 
move to lower ranges. Much of this habitat 1s on private 
property out of the national forear?;. Grazing properly 

My experlence 



Dear FmSI SUpcrvlSW 

Please consider die followng commenu as my nsponse to the Malheur's Draft Forest Plan 

1. I want the Malheur National Forest managed under the follomng alternative (cheek one): 

,@'Altermoue "Pceferred-Plus " 0 Fomf's draft plan as proporcd 

0 omcr 
2. 

0 Scr at 270 nullion b o d  feerlyex as allowcd m thc Forest's cumni management plan 

1 think the h a 1  plan's annual limbcr sale program ceiling faor tho next 10 yenrs should hc 

-et a1 245 million b o d  fccrlycar as pmposcd m the Forcst's new draft plan 

0 Set 81 dit Icwl achievablc under Al~emaave"Prelerrcd-Pl"s~ appmxr"ly 260 millxon b m d  feevycar 

3. 
0 Menta"  at the current I17 thousand AUM'slyeiu 

I lhink the final plan's level of permilled grazing use should bc. 

0 Increased &Qemarcd 

4. I supwrt seasonal road closures to enhance elk and deer habtlat and lo  provrde quallly huntmg 
opporhln,Iles 

i==S 0 No 
5 

0 Mulople uses 

I thmk (he roadless lands Congress did not designate as Wildernessshould be managed for: 

+oadess remaom only 

v 
THE COMMENT DEADLINE IS NOVEMBER 12 

. 
WE--- 

United States Department of the Interior == 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW .- I 500 N t MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 1692 I .  

- - 
PORTLAND. OREGON 91232 

November 23, 1987 

ER87/1055 

Chorler R Granum, 
Acting Forest S~pervisar 
MolhcJr NoIwnol Forest 
139 hE Doyton SI .  
Jon" Day, Oregon 97845 

Deor Mr. Cronam: 

The Deportment of Intertor bus reviewed !he Dro i t  Enwronmenlal lmpucr Slotemen1 
(DEIS) ond Pmpored Lariu ond Resource Monagemcnl Plan (PLRMP) for the Malheur 
Nat.onul Farert. Oregon. The lollow.ng comments are provided for dre and considcra1.on 
w e n  preparmg the find aocuments 

CEhiRAL COMMENTS 

Fish ond W .olt lc Rero~rcer 

The Flrh and W t l o . ~ i c  Scrvtcc (FVIS) bellever lne drol l  documents lock adequate borehe 
.nformotion for fisn und wildlilc resodrcei They also bel.eve the guidelines and 
standoror offecling fish ond wildlife resources ore no1 measurable os presented. Both 
documents contom numerous assumptions, especially concerning fish and wildlife 
reso.rcer, whim ore not svbslantioled. Both documents foil to identify specifically how, 
when ond where f,sh and/or wildlife mitigoting andlor enhoncemenl actions are to be 
ochievrd. I) blg 
game numberr; 2) woter qmlity and quanlity dolo, 3) invenloried condillan and 
clorsification of riporion orem; 4) distribution of 010 growth oreas; 5 )  rood management; 
and 6) grazing o.lotnients. 

Tnreotened ond Endonqered Specles 

Thnr O I I C ~ S S ~  should be exponded m the imal €6  10 mclude the following Informollon: 

There are no endongered or lhreolened fish on lhe Mo1hc.r Notional Forest. However, 
t w o  calcgory 2 candidole species are present. There ore the redbond lroul, sp., 
and Ihc MalhaJr mottled sculpin, Cottus boirdi ssp. 

Redoand IroJt, sp. 

Neither the Proposed Land ond Resource Manogemenl Plan (PLRMP) nor the Droft 
Enviranmenial lmpoct Statement (DEN recognizes tne presence of lhe reoband trout. 

Specific informollon i s  also lacking in the following general areos: 



The omission i s  not an oversight, but rather a belief tho1 because the taxonomy of 
redband trout is uncertain the Forest Service does not need to offord it special 
protection. This i s  on unfortunate position because the native trout IS o unique genetic 
resource regardless of i ts taxonomy and should be identified in the plan. The taxon is 
unique, whether ultimately i t  IS called a redband trout, a subspecies of redbond, or o 
subspecies of same inland rainbow. 

The Forest Service should recognize the redbond trout (opporently mentioned m the pian 
as iniand native rainbow) as o unique genetic resource and a sensitive species. Locations 
where the redband trout occur should be Identified in the Final €15. In i ts present form, 
the plan only nates whether (1 drainage supports a "trout fishery" (DEIS, Poge 11146). The 
pian should, however, make a distinction between streoms that support redbond (tnlond 
notive rainbow), hatchery rainbows, or a mixture of the two. Special management should 
be afforded those streams supporting redband traut. 

The plon should exploin what 8s known obout the taxonomy of redband trout. The Forest 
Service may want l o  describe how they intend to deal with changes OS the taxonomy i s  
resolved. 

Malheur mottled sculpin, Cottus boirdi ssp. 

The DEI5 recognizes the Molheur mottled sculpin os a sensitive species (Poge 111-40). 
This fish probably occurs rn only o few scottered streams m the Harney Basin, including 
in Rattlesnake Creek. Dr. Cor1 Bond of Oregon Stole University reported l o  FWS (pers. 
comm.) thot fhe Molheur mottled sculpin also occurs in Devine and Poison Creeks. These 
streams are, in part, in the Burns District of the Maiheur National Forest. Management 
for this fish should include protection and monitoring of known habitats, plus surveys for 
this fish in other forest streams thot flow into the Harney Basin. 

Questions concerning eifher species of fish should be directed to: 

Jock E. Williams 
US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
c/o Deportment of Wildlife and Fisheries Biology 
University of Caiifornia 
Davis, California 95616 
(916) 970-4866 or 4873 

Riparian Areas 

The discussion on page 5-10, third paragraph (DEW soys 95 percent of riparian orem m 
the forest are in o "rotisfoctory" condition, and that only 5 percent are unsatisfactory. 
However, lhere are no studies, rtmdards, inventories or dola rsferenced to support there 
percentages, consequently, the proposed protection level for riparian oreas from grazing 
may be inodequote to restore ond protect fish ond wildlife values of the Forest's riparian 
oreas. The find document should include supporting documenlotion of the 
aforementioned percentages and clearly define the terms "satisfoctory2v and 
"unsatisfoctary". 

Under eoch aiternotive in Chapter I I, DEIS, under "Riporton Area Manogement and 
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Fisheries Habitat" is the following statement: 

"The riporion area and fisheries management goal is lo manage a11 riparian oreas l o  
meet Oregon State woter quality standards and maintain or improve anadromous 
fish hobitat. Improvement in resident trout habitat would generally be achieved 
through improvement in riporion condition rather than by habitat improvement 
work occurring in the stream itself. Structural habitat improvement work would 
generolly be for mitigation only." 

This statement is too general. In the final document, i t  should be expanded to include 
specific informotion as l o  how fish habitat and riparion areas wil l be manoged to meet 
woter quality stondords and subsequently monitored. Specific improvements l o  the 
riporion condition to achieve fish habitat enhancement should aka be expiamed. (Other 
concerns relative l o  riporion areas follow below under Specific Comments.) 

Cultural Resources 

The Forest PlanlDEIS treats cultural resources os i f  they ore qualitatively different from 
other environmental resources and con be handled routinely on an individual basis. 
Cultural resources, however, are subject la the same kinds of cumulative impacts as 
other resources, and they are connected by prehistoric and historic contexts that can be 
destroyed by agency actions m the some way as ecological contexts. Today's standards 
ottempt to establish the context of discovered cultural resources in advance, and i t  IS not 
adequate to continue their identification ond monagement solely on a project-by project 
basis. 

The policy of not leaving discovered sites in the Class II "Unevaluated" category IS 
ioudobie, but does this mean thot the Forest has, or plans, a program of foliowup testing 
to better understond the significance of sites identified by surface survey? Already, 391 
historic and 623 prehistoric sites hove been found in 633,000 acres surveyed. What is the 
breokdown in number of Class I 'Evaluated" VI. Class II sites' How many of the 
prehistoric and hlstoric sites yielded sufficient surface evidence that their significance 
could be properly evaluated? How many needed subsurface testing lo  properly 
understand their significance and oppropriate treatment or disposition? These questions 
should be addressed in the €15. 

The final €15 should also provide assurance that the evaluations of discovered prehistoric 
and historic sites are not premature, Le., conducted in the absence of testing needed to 
properly understand their significance. Without such testing, there are, all loo often, 
misconceptions about significance and the result is selection of inapropriate mitigation 
or management treatment. 

The DEI5 does not indicate whether the Forest Intends to carry out Section I10 LNotional 
Historic Preservation Act) s y s t e m ~ t i ~  survey guided by drainagewide, regronwlde, or 
rlotewrde research goolr extending beyong the project level. Plonnmg should be 
undertaken now m cooperation with the Stole Historic Preservation Officer. The 
selection of cultural resource monagement alternatives does not have to w a i t  
completion of the Stole Historic Preservation Pian (DEIS, p. iV-64). 

Mineral Resources 

Locatoble ond saleable minerds ore generally well covered in the PLRMP. Production of 
soleable minerals for local and Forest uses should have been mcludrd, dong with a 
discussion of present locatable mineral octiwty. The latter could be readily ochieved by 
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I describing the number and opproximate location of active notices and plons of 
operations. 

The one poroyroph devoted to geothermal resources (DEIS, page 111-88) addressed 
resource development, but did not cover resource potential except on on outdated USGS 
map. A more up-to-date source would be the"Geothermal Resources Of Oregon" map of 
1982 produced Jointly by the Stole of Oregon and the US. Department of Energy. That 
mop shows the entire plonnmg areo as a regton favoroble for discovery of shollow 
thermal waters of sufficient temperature for direct heat applications, os well os several 
hot springs. 

The PLRMP should hove (I minerol potential mop. The map on page 111-83 of the DElS 
meets the minimum cnterm: however, it should be at  the some scale (1s the monogement 
alternotwe mops for ease of comportson. The best examples are ~n plans for the 
Kootenai Nationol Forest, Montana, and the Okonoyan Notionol Forest, Woshmgton 

For each of the roadless areas reviewed I" DEIS Appendix C, there should be o dtscussbon 
ond Illustrotions of the mineral potential. The discussion of minerals IS brief, and none of 
the i l lu~trot~ons of roadless meas give ony indication of areos of minerd potential. 
lmpocts of Alternatives on mineral accessibility and secondary impacts of such 
accessibility also need to be described. 

Toble IV-13, DEIS, could be exponded lo  include the restriction classification system as 
shown m toble 11-1 I, pages 11-71 and 11-72 from the Beoverheod Notionol Forest DEIS. 
Bureau of Mines has suggested a modification of this table, using percentages rother than 
ocreager, through which 11 may be e m e r  to envision the comparison and comprehend the 
effects eoch alternative may have an mineral resources. (See attached example. The 
numbers ore from the Beaverhead National Forest D E W  The potential classification 
C O O S ~ S ~ L  of the some crilerio presently used. The availability classification consists of 
four categories, including withdrawn, specific legal protection measures, special 
management conditions and standard operating conditions. 

We suggest the following be added to the f ind documents: 

- A definition of access categories such (1s thot from the Beoverheod National 
Forest, Montana (copy attached). 

- A dscussvm of how minerols are affected by eoch of the olternatives, and a 
section in the summary thot compores how minerals fore by a11 of the 
alternotives. 

- A point-counterpant discussion of how minerals affect other resources ond how 
decision offecting other resources will, tn turn, affect minerals. (e.g DEIS from 
the Wenotchee Notbond Forest, Washington). 

- A large narrative section on minerals, containing history of development and 
mineral production, value of post production, projected minerol demand, and 
current operotions in locotable, leosable, and salable minerals. (e.g. Wollowo- 
Whitmon Notlono1 Forest plan, Oregon). 

- A l ist  of current mineral wtthdrowals, acres mvolved, ond minerol potential for 
locotable and leosoble minerals. Los Padres Notional Forest, Colifornio, plon i s  a 
good example. 
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- A norratwe section on definitmns 01 mining explorotion and development terms 
who1 the oprations involve, and the effects these activities have on the Forest. 
(e.g. Beaverhead National Forest plan). 

Water Resources 

The PLRMP ond DElS should address the occurrence and use of ground woter and dwuss 
measures to protect wells and sprmgs agoinst impacts an woter quolily. Monitoring plans 
should include water resources, porticulorly the quality of potable ground-water supplles 
provided to the pubhc ond the staff. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

DEIS 

Poqe 11-35 Under each alternatwe, the "Wlldltfe Hab~tot" section cont~mr the general 
statement lhot "Hobitat improvement to mrtlgote timber harvest, rood construction, or 
livestock grazing impocts to the wildllfe resources would occur. Hobitot enhancement 
would occur 01 o low level." Additional information must be provided in the fmal E15 
which specifically describes where and what kind of habitot improvement would occur, 
and when 11 would be implemented. Furthermore, what type of "hobltat enhancement" 
would occur at o "low level" and where would i t  take ploce should be cleorly described. 

- 

Poae 11-49. Riparton Area Monaqement ond Fisheries Habitat and Wildhfe Habttat. 
ceneral comments, riporion areas, and comments on poge 11-35 apply lo thts s e c t m  
OISO. 

Paqe 11-92, Toble 11-5. The preferred o l t e r n o t ~ e  (F) Ftsheries dlscusstonnn page 11-49 
indicates that "Instreom hobbtat improvements m anodromaus streams would be applied 
at  0 rote of about 1.5 miles per year." According to Table 11-5, ~n the f irs t  decade with 
this alternative's fish hobitat improvements, there would be o 147 percent increase In 
pounds of anodromous fish over existmg conditions. The FWS does not believe that 
improving 1.5 miles of stream per yeor LO3 percent of the total stream miles) would 
result in a 147 percent increase in pounds of anadromous fish, as implied, especially with 
o simultaneous 27 percent increase in tmber harvest. In addition, improving conditions 
for anadromous fish on Forest londs does not necessorlly meon (I corresponding increose 
in fish numbers Other factors outside the Forest boundaries (such os upstreom and 
downstream passage and sport, Indm, and commercial harvest) also influence 
anadromous fish numbers The final El5 should clearly descrsbe the process ond 
assumptions utilized l o  correlate the level of stream habitat improvements wtth the 147 
percent increose in pounds of anadromous flsh. 

Paqe 111-8, lost paraqraph. In addition to the reduction in aspen, all significant changes in 
vegetatton types and their impacts on fsh and wildlife should be thoroughly identified in 
the final €15. 

Poqe 111-9, third poraqroph. The list of specles presented does not correspond with o 
similor list on Page 111-40 and C-18. These lists should be consistent ~n the fmal 
document. 

Paqe 111-20, I. Timber, third porogroph. lmpocts to fish and wildhfe resulting from the 
changes in timber oge class diversity both long- ond short-term, should be described in 
the final €15. 
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Poge 111-32, second poraqroph. This paragraph should be expanded in the finol EIS to 
include o discussion of the adverse impacts of roads on fish and wildlife resources. 

Poqe 111-34 throuqh 36, Foroqc. This section should be expanded to include octuol levels 
of use by both livestock and wildlife by vegetative type, especially tn riporion oreos. 
Further, Ine condition and trend of those oreos should be described in the final EIS. 

The terms '~sat~sfactory" and "vnsotisfoctory" need lo  be clearly defined. The 
opportunities to correct unsatisfoctory conditions should also be clearly slated os l o  what 
will be done, where and when. 

Poqe 111-38, Specioi Habitat. FWS believes the assumed high rate of old growth 
occupancy IS dependent upon very aptimislic and unreolistic levels of monogement 
success. Accordmoly. on alternative should be develooed and presented in the fino1 €IS 
whlch will provide'ior special ond unique hobitat; under more reolislic levels of 
management success. 

Paqe 111-41 Poroqraph 3 and Poqe 111.42, Poraqraph I. It i s  stated thot the optimum 
cover to fokge ratio is 40160 but thot existing conditions provide a 71/29 ratio. This 
imolies foroae should be increased sianificontlv. However. information on page 111-42 
indicates there is currently more thcn enough. foroge for iivestock and wiriteiing elk. 
Then i t  i s  stated thot "enough forage l o  carry increased wintering elk herds may not be 
available ofter livestock use on certoln winter ronges." These statements oppeor l o  be in 
disagreement and should be clarified in the finol document. In addition, the coverlforage 
rotios for the identified winter ranges should be provided. 

Pa e 111-43 The Forest needs lo  select an indicator species for resident fish hobitat (e g. 
-ut), and riparian zones k.g. ruffed grouse). 

Pa e 111-45 Sections of the document indicate that the gaol IS to meet Oregon State pp-6' oter uahty Standards. As indicated, there ore some streoms thot exceed 80 degrees 
Fahrenheif; therefore, the f ind document should provide information that delineates 
which streoms meet these standards and which do not. In addrtton, reasons far not 
meeting the stondords should be included os well as m y  management action proposed to 
achieve the standards. 

Po e 11148 The first paragraph stoles thot frsh populotionr ore tied to water quantity, 
riparson condition. However, anodromous fish have numerous other factors 

affecting their populations such as possoge by downstream dams and sport and 
commercial fisheries. The fmol E15 should be expanded to include a brief discussion of 
these other major factors. 

Poqe 111-53. The second poragraph indicates thot 235 stream miles have been inventoried 
os being "unsatisfactory". The final €IS should clearly identify how many miles of the 
Forest streoms hove been inventoried ond who1 specific criteria were used lo determine 
which stream segments were sotisfoctory or unsatisfactory. It should olso reference 
informtion which supports the clossificotrons of the riparian conditions for eoch stream. 

Poge 111-54, Poraqrophs 6 and 7. The f ind EIS should clearly identify who1 portion of the 
riporion areas ore unsotisfoctory os D result of livestock groztng, what is the present 
condition and future trend of these oreas. and who1 smcific monoaement actions wi l l  be 
employed lo improve riporion hobitot on.the forest. 'In oddition, anticipated impocts of 
Malheur Forest Monagement to riporion oreas adjacent to the Notional Forest should be 
discussed. 
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Poqe 111-57 ond 111-58. and fiqure 111-6. The DEE do not indicate any future demand for 
recreotionol mining. This demond may increose, porticulorly if gold prices remain 01 
current levels or rise. 

Poae 111-73, IO. Wilderness. We suggest this section reference the Bureau 01 Land 
Monogement (BLMI wilderness sludy areos adlocent to the Forest. These are the Aldrich 
Mauntoin WSA (OR-2-103), Molheur River-Bluebucket WSA (OR-2-14) and Strowberry 
Mountain WSAs (OR-2-98A. 98C and 98D). These WSAs were addressed in the ELM'S 
Oregon Wilderness EIS (Draft, 1985) ondlor in the Supplement (1986). The f ind €IS IS 
under preporolion. BLM's 1os1 published recommendotion was in support of designation 
for OR-2-14 and m support of nondesignation for OR-2-98 and OR-2-103. Regardless of 
BLM's fino1 recommendotions, Congress will ultimately make the decision. A poragroph 
acknowledging the status of BLM WSAs, and mpacts (if any) reruitrng from Forest 
monogement actions, should be added where appropriate. 

Poqe 111-74, (1. Strowberry Mountoin Wilderness. Three smdl BLM WSAs, Pine Creek 
Creek (OR-2-98D) are adjacent to the 

Strawberry Mountoin Wilderness on the western ond northern boundaries. These three 
WSAs, totaling 1,149 acres, were restored to study slotus as o result of the court decision 
in Sierra Club v. Wotl (1985). 

Paqes 111-83, 111-84, 111-85, lit-87, and Appendix F, poqe F-8. There appears to be on 
inconsistent numbering system for the mining districts. For example, on poge 111-83 the 
district marked with M 8 is lobeled "Greenhorn," but on poger 111-84 and 111-87 the 
Greenhorn 1s No. 4, ond on page F-8, it is listed os No. 5. Also, the minerol oreas on poge 
111-83 are numbered to 16; however, the key on pages 111-84 and 111-85 ends with No. 12. 
These pages need some correclions. 

Poqe IV-25. The final EiS should describe the effects to forage, cover, ond other wildlife 
resources expected to occur os a result of changing from ponderosa pine to selected 
species of fir. 

Pa e IV-29 The big gome numbers generated from the forage model should not be used - because o the exclusion of other relatronshtps such m hiding ond thermol cover and 
roods. 

Pq; IV;Z$ The final EIS should describe the impocls lo big gorne 
res" t o c onging lrom pine to fir. 

animols exoccted os (I 

Paqe ,IV:O. The number of miles of fence and the impacts lo  big game movemenl 
assmiat 

Paqe IV-34. The f ind  €IS should identify and discuss the effects of monogement 
~ ~ t i v t t i e s  on old growth distribution by timber type. 

Paae 1'4-35. The final €IS should clearly state what "moderate-to-high levels of fish 
hobitat improvement" meon. II this hubitot improvement refers to the 1.5 miles of 
stream discussed on page 11-49, It should be 10 identified. 

Poraqraph S mentions shade and woody moterial (1s two important water quality and 
habitat factors that timber harvest con affect. An equolly 8mportant rmpoct created by 
timber horvest IS siltation and sedimentation from disturbed soils. This should be 
addressed tn the final €15. 

with fences should be identified in the final EIS. 
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Poqe IV-37, Poroqroph 2. The term "hm!ted Iwestock grozmg" should be cleorly defaned 
in the final EIS. 

Poqe IV-37, Paraqraphs 5 and 7. It i s  indicated that under the preferred alternotwe 
limited livestock grazing could occur on 70 miles of stream with unsatisfactory rlporian 
areas. The final documents should provide more information concerning the permitting 
of grazing on riparian areas identified os being significantly degraded. 

Paqe IV-40, Paraqraph 3. The final EIS should explom how Stole water qual~ty stondords 
wi l l  be met tn the f irst decade on streams that presently do not meet the stondords. 

Paqe IV-63. In several cases, the DEIS states that cultural resources wi l l  be destroyed 
through the implementation of the Plan. 1s thls inodvertent or ~ntenttooal destructm, 
and wiil such destruction be mitigated? 

Poqe IV-72. While the Forest acknowledges the relotaonshlp between access and 
restrictwe management, the definition of restrictive 1s not prowded. For example, Table 
IV-13 shows (I total of 8,340 acres under restrictwe management for the preferred 
alternative, while Management A r m  7 (Vinegar Hill) whlch would be manoged for S C ~ C  
values, exceeds 13,000 acres. Management for scemc V O ~ U ~ S  implies some r e ~ t r i ~ t m n s  of 
this historic mining areo, but the impocts ore not described. 

Pages IV-73 and IV-74. These two pages need to be clorifled regardmg mtneral 
development rights. The c l a m "  does hove on mherent rtght to reasonable access to 
claims and the 36 CFR 228 regulations also pow1 out tho1 "an operator 1s entttled to 
access in connection with opcratlonr... .It Thls should be mentioned an the dmusslon on 
roadless oreas. I t  could be pomted out that access to mineral resources could prove lo be 
on exception in keeping an oren roodless as the Forest Service wi l l  recognize valid 
existing rights. Denying reasonable access would dlscouroge mmerol exploration and 
development which would be a wolatlon of the laws and p o l ~ y  acts. 

Pocie IV-00 We encourage the rorest IO cont~nue 
coordinution WI t h  DLM. Thc documcntr contain uinmton)  and errors rcc lurd~n~  adlucent 

Ellcctr on Plans of Others--0LM 

BLM londr and munagement pions r o r  exomple, there 1s no mention Qi the Strawberry 
MI. WSAr. Whlle DEI5 Appendlx A (pogc A-6) references BLM'r Burns and Vale D8strtcts, 
Prmeville District also manages lands adiaceot to the Forest. Appendix A does reference 
Aldrich Mountain WSA, but Appendlx C (page C-IO) IS tn error by stating tho1 BLM land 
adjacent to the Forest's Aldrich Mountain roadless areo is "too small for conslderotion." 
Aldrich Mountain WSA (OR-2-103) contains 9,395 acres. BLM recommended that thu 
WSA not be designated wtlderness in the DElS prepared by BLM in 1985. The fml EIS 1s 
under preporotion. 

BLM 1s 0160 involved in a significant effort to enhance ripartan ore01 on lands 11 
administers (OregonIWashington Riparian Management Plan, ELM 1987). We ore 
concerned that the Forest, in apparently not bemg aware of this, has the potential to 
jeopardize investments BLM expects to make over the next 5-10 years for restoration 
and enhancement of riparian areas. 

VI-3. List of Recipients. Unless these organizations do not wish to be on the mollmg 
l ist, we suggest the following be added to receive the final documents: 

The Northwest Mining Assoclotton in Spokane; the Eastern Oregon Mining Assoclotlon I" 
Baker, the Geothermal Resources Council-Pacific Northwest Chopter; Northwest 
Petroleum Asrociation; and the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries. 
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PROPOSED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Paqe 111-4, Biq Game Habitat. The fnrst paragraph stotes that "the Itmiling factor on blg 
game papulotions IS winter range." The next paragraph says "a11 the winter ranges have 
more thon enough forage to carry both the present number of llvestock and the present 
number oi wintering elk." if there is more than enough (excess) winter forage, then why 
IS i t  a limiting factor? The final document should clorlfy this apparent discreponcy. 

Page 111-6 ond 111-7. Refer to the Droft E15 commenls prowded above for Page 5-10, 
third paragraph. Chopter 111 also refers l o  lrnprovement of overall ftrhery habltat on 1.5 
miles of stream onnually under the preferred plan. This omounts l o  improvements on 
three-hundredths of I percent of the Forest's 4,700 miles of stream. The FWS cannot 
concur that thm meager hobitot !mprovemenl would result in a 62 percent increase in 
anadromous fish production (P. IO, overview) when. I) tlmber harvest IS Increased 27 
percent (over 77-86 overage), 2) there 1s o 40 percent grazmg uttlizattoo of 
"unrotirfactory" riparms, and 3) a 55 percent grazing utilization of "sotisfoctory" 
riparms. Projections of such mcreases In anadromous fish productton must be 
substantiated with adequate wpportmg data zn the f ind  document. 

Paqe 111-8 ond 9, Resolution. Thzs section lndmtes that the preferred plan would 
mainloin only 37 percent of the exsting roodless areas. The remaining 63 percent of 
current unroaded oreos would be develaoed. Roodless areas now orovide malttv fishina . .  
and hunting opportuntties os well as o&er forms of recreation Ghich are not ovallabl; 
elsewhere. Optimum conditions for big game also exist In these unrooded oreas wlth 
minimal human presence. The FWS recommends that 100 percent of the extsting roadless 
areas continue to be managed as such to malntain their undeveloped status and flsh and 
wildlife values. As a mmlmum, 011 roadless areos should be retamed until the forest can 
complete ond ondyze a baseline wentory of exsting hsh and wildlife resources. Such 
an inventory hor not been presented or referenced m the subject draft documents, and 
without it, 11 IS impossible lo  identify v q " t r  Retaining a11 roodless areas would 
provide significant resource protection until o baselme far fish and wildlife resources IS 
completed. 

Paqe 11.1, ManoJement Dtrectoon. There should be (1 discussion of minerals os (I resource 
and management practices related lo  minerals. 

Poqe IV-33 
Management Areas I, 3, 4A, and 14? 

Why ore cultural resources investigations and management limited only to 

Poqe IV-35, Area 2, Runqelond. Why are no cullual resource invest~got~onrlmonagcmenf 
prescr.piionr plonnud lor tne Rangeland orco of the Forest? The DEIS (Page 111-70. 71) 
~ o i n t s  out !he destr~cilan ana damaoe tho1 livestock con do thro..ah lromn.no and > .  ~r...= ~I~ .. ~ .. ~ .. .. . ~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ 

trailing, and states that cultural resources, around springs m the southern two-lhrrdr of 
the Forest, ore particularly vulnerable. 

Poqe IV-39. Minerds ond Geology, Item 2. The Forest should check with the Notionol 
h a m e  Fisheries Service lo  determine i f  notification IS  desired of any mineral 
development that would offect anoakomour fish habitot. 

Paqe IV-48 and poqe IV-So; Mmerals ond Geoloqy, Item I. Where vohd ex8stlng r.qhts 
ex . s l ,  activities lnul might otherwise impow Wilderness voluei moy have l o  be tolerated 
and regdoled only lo insure agohst undJe and unnecessary actiwty. 
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Paqe IV-50, Area II, Semi-primitive Motorized. Why ore thcre no cullurul resource 
investigotionslmonogemenl prescriptions for these oreos of the ForesP Motorbikes, 3 
and 4-whcelers, cors and pickups not only directly damage cultural resources, 
particulorly along ridges, prehistoric and historic access roules, and rcver lerroces, but 
o h  provide occess to lhese resources and increose the potential for vondolism. 

Page IV-53, Minerals and Geology, Item I. It might also be advisable to stipulale that 
access or new roods will be restricted, whenever possible, l o  existing woys, trails, or 
designated uti l i ty corridors. 

Po e 1'4-54 The Preferred Alternative mop reveals thot extstiog Specrol Interest Areas 
b u c e d  in size and converted lo generol forestlronge use. How w i l l  this affect 
the special protection provided 011 resources, including cultural? The historic roilrood 
ond mining districts on the Forest could olso be given Specd Interest protection. 

Pa e IV-58 Under the discussion of "Resource Elemenls", a discusston 01 "Geology und 

"Semiprimitwe Nonmotorized Recreation Areas." A discussion smilor to the one under 
'5emiprimrfive Motorized Recreotm Areos" would be adequate. 

- Index. An Index showing the location of culturai resource discussions would be useful. 

Appendix A, Activity Schedules In os much as inventory of m i n e d  resources i s  
essentml l o  complete multiple resource monagement, $ 1  mrghl be advisable lo m t ~ a l e  
mmeral mverllgolionr osport O F  the 8nt11d Activity Schedule. 

SUMMARY COMMENT 

Prior l o  the development of a f ind  €IS and Management Plon the Forest 5ervc.z should 
Fomplete 0 baseline inventory of all the Forest's major resources Until this IS done, the 
Impocts to the existing environment of any plan cannot be either odeqvotely onalyred or 
monitored. Further, usoble guidelines, meosuroble rtondordr and rpecifnc mitigolive 
techniques and measures should be o part of any comprehensive plan subsequently 
adopted. 

Thank you for the opportunity l o  comment on your Proposed Plon ond Draft €15. 

wq7-e mer0 s appears to have been inadvertently left out in the management dmussion of 

Sincerely, 

Chorles 5. Polityko 
Regional Environmentol Officer 

Attachment 
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IJ S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Catcqory A w l tndrarn  or  p ~ o p o s c d  f o r  withdrawal f r o m  mineral 
entry.  

I. U~ lde rncss  areas. 
2. u i l d  and scenic r i v e r s  
I. Srrcs f o r  l a c i l t t l e s  
4 .  i i i s t o r i c  and c u l t u r a l  s l t c s  
5. Ocvelopcd r cc rca t i on  SIICS. 

SLatuteS o r  execut ive  orders requlre Spcc i f l c  
p ro tec t i on  or  m i t i g a t i o n  measures. 

1. PCOposed wi lderness arcas. 
2. 
3. RhRE I I  Further Plannlng areas. 
4. T h E Specles. 
5. Roadlcss (Type I )  dispersed recreation areas. 
6. cd ru ra l l y  S i p i r i C a n t  areas. 

Category C Specla1 cond l t lons  e x i s t  on lands whlch requ l re  
speclal  lease stipulations o r  p lan  o f  operat lon 
condl t lons.  

1. 819 game r l n t c r  range. 
E .  Elk  c a l v l n g  amd. 
3. Rlpartan arca. 

Standard lease s t i p u l a t i o n s  and p lan  o f  operat lon 
cond i t ions  apply. 

1. Timber prOduCLion areas. 
2. Ex i s t i ng  mineral  processing areas. 

Category 8 

Congressional ly mandated v l l d f rness  study areas. 

Category D 

REGION 10 
1200 SIYTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101 

RIP," 1" 
*ll""I WD-136 

Kenneth L. Evans. Forest Supervisor 
Malheur Nat ional  Forest 
139 NE Dayton St ree t  
John Day. Oregon 97845 

Dear Nr. Evans: 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and proposed Land and Resource 
Management Plan (LRHP) fo r  the  Malheur I la t iona l  Forest. Oregon. prepared by 
your s t a f f .  The DElS presents several  a l t e rna t i ves  f o r  management o f  t l ie 
Fores t ' s  1.4 m i l l l o n  acres. wh i l e  the LMP expands on the DEIS p re fe r red  
a l te rna t i ve .  Our de ta i l ed  coiments concerning the combined DEIS/LRMP a re  
enclosed. Our review was conducted f n  accordance with t l ie  Natfonal 
Environmental Po l i cy  Act. and our  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  under Sect ion 309 o f  the 
Clean A l r  Act  t o  determine whether impacts of proposed federa l  act ions are 
acceptable i n  terms o f  envlronmental qua l i t y ,  and human hea l th  and welfare. 

We appreciate your s t a f f  t ak ing  the  t ime t o  meet w i t h  us i n  Seat t le  an 
October 26, 1987, t o  go over the documents. and t o  answer questions over the  
phone dur ing  our  review. 
deserves both the e f f o r t s  pu t  i n t o  i t s  development by  your s ta f f  and the  c lose  
a t t e n t i o n  o f  the p u b l i c  and agencies. 

The D E I S  ra ised  some concerns and the  proposed LRMP. as wr i t t en ,  does no t  
c l e a r l y  preclude the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  adverse environmental impacts. We have, 
therefore,  ra ted  the  DEISlLAMP EC-2 (Environmental Cancerns - I n s u f f f c l e n t  
Informat ion).  A suimary o f  the EPA r a t i n g  system f o r  d r a f t  E I S ' s  i s  enclosed 
fo r  your reference. This r a t i n g  r e f l e c t s  our pr imary concerns t h a t  the DEIS 
and LUMP d i d  no t  c l e a r l y  provide the  necessary p ro tec t i on  f o r  water q u a l i t y  
and sens i t i ve  bene f i c ia l  uses given the  h igh  l e v e l  o f  grazing and t imber 
harvest ing outputs proposed. 

The Environmental Pro tec t ion  Agency (EPAJ has reviewed the D r a f t  

The LRHP/OEIS i s  a major planning document whfch 

The major reasons for  th is  are: 

1. 

2. 

I n s u f f i c i e n t  presentat ion o f  e x i s t i n g  condi t ions;  

Standards r e l a t l n g  t o  f i s h  hab i ta t ,  r i p a r i a n  areas. Water, soil 
and a i r  t h a t  are much too general t o  assure adequate p ro tec t i on  
o f  these important resources; 
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3. The lack  o f  a c l e a r  commitment t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  unable to  m e t  
the adopted standards would not be allowed t o  occur unmodified. 

4. I n s u f f i c i e n t  analysis o f  r i s k s  to  water q u a l l t y  and benef ic ia l  
uses caused by stream sedimentation f r o m  planned a c t i v i t i e s .  and 

5. The lack  o f  any mon i to r ing  plan proposed f o r  water q u a l i t y  and 
s o i l s ,  and i n s u f f i c i e n t  monitor ing plans proposed f o r  f i she r ies  
and r i p a r i a n  areas. 

We be l ieve  tha t  some of the in fo rmat ion  and analyses t h a t  were no t  i n  the 
d r a f t  documents e x i s t ,  and t h a t  the f i na l  EIS and LRMP can be made t o  
adequately address our  concerns. I n  doing so, some s ign i f i can t  rev is ions  o r  
new analvses mav be necessarv. Once YOU have had a chance t o  consider these 
comments; we w i i l  contact  yo; t o  o f f &  our assistance du i i ng  the pro& ii 
f i n a l i z i n g  the documents. 
together p o s i t i v e l y  t o  prepare an e f f e c t i v e  f i n a l  EISILRMP. 

Thank you fo r  the oppor tun i ty  to  review the DEISILRMP. 
coord ina t ion  and any questions should be d i rec ted  t o  Mr. Steve Dubnick o f  our 
Environmental Revien Section a t  (206) 442-8512 o r  FTS-399-8512. 

we are conf ident t h a t  we w i l l  be ab le  t o  work 

Continued 

Sincerely, 

Robert S. Burd 
D i rec tor ,  Water D iv i s ion  

Enclosures 

cc' ODEQ 
ODFW 
CRITFC 
CTUR 
ELM, Port land 
USFS, R-1 
USF%.R-4 
USFS, R-6 

PROPOSED FOREST PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR THE MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST 

General 
Tho €IS describes tho affcoted cnwronmcnt md analyzes thc envlrotuucntnl 

consequenccs of rmplcmcnting alternative Schemes far  managing t l ic  Malhcur Natmnnl 
Forest (MNF's) natural rcsourccs, it 1s mcarlt t o  support the reasonablcmss of the 
s~leeted Forest Plan (LRMP). Thc LRMP rtsclf IS dcsigncd to  estnhlrsh thc Imincwork Cor 
pluming during t l ic rioxt 10 t o  15 y e a n  We rccognrzc. however. that LRMPs typically do 
not provide dctniled plruuiirig For Individual pro~cots Given the p w c c t c d  outputs of the 
EIS prcfcrrcd nlternnttvc, the LRMP dcserhcs how thcsc outputs may hc ach~rvr~d. Thr. 
key IS thuit the oulputs arc tapgcb. The ~tandnc~ls mid gudclrne\ prcCenlrd 111 Ill* I RMI' 
(botil roru\iwidc ttltul.igcmtt ~ ~ a - s p c c ~ r ~ ~ )  UIC I Z ~ ~ P C L O ~  U, LIW IW~XS.WY *'IUIIV\ 

Water Qua19 and Vlater Supplies 
Current WBLCP qiiJlity roiiditioils m not dewnlicd 111 thc I)I.IS. Thcce IC home 

general dtscuss~on on tlc major PLVCFS mid mi~ddromous I i ~ h c r m  use, bat no spccil ic 
information on where the SCIIS~~IVC IISCS c c c w  (e.g., spnwnlng md rcanng, and wntci' 

The stated mmnngement dimetion of the Malhcur Natiorial Forest ~nclsdcs n gooill La 

suppllcs) 

"Mawtntn or enharm W ~ ~ C P  quality t o  meet State 01 Oregon \truidiwd\. comidcr'lng 
downstream uses and pmteetiozi OF other riparian and floodplrun values" (LRMP IV-21. 
We feel this should be accomplished through stated flshery/water quality drninage 
objcctives l o r  the Forest: eilrcful riparian urea molingemciit: npplication or 
best-management practices; and soil. water. nnd Clshery ~csource iinpravcment pco~cc ts  
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i f  old growth hnhttat, neu?ly 30 Percent of the forest (DCIS 111-9) Tllc location or thc 
spnwnlng urcw nnd the old~growtli WBS not !dcnliCicd. If l o g g ~ t ~ c  occups In old growill 
mas which also supporl salmonid spwung, thc usc o f  lhc stream could bc ndvcncly 
aTfcclcd. This could const~t~ttc n vmlatm) DC thc mtldcmdntion P.PI o f  Orccori's 

Grazing 
The final EIS slrould I~CIILIIV Lhc arcas whcm m.tW-relatcd walcr quality or  

other npanui llpca problcms c&t. For tlic portl&u oftlicsc mas thal~support 
anadromous flsh habrtat or othcr highly sensitive beneficial uses, the fun1 EIS should 
cmntrtcnllv rdcntlrv the S ~ C D S  lstntoturnl or "on-structural) that w i l l  bc taken to reduce 
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Improvcments. 

Cumulative Impacts 

would be Lhc most uppropriare vehicles for cvuluatnig the cumulative-cffccw of onany 
simhlur acltvttics, and the combined effects of drfferent types of n c t t v ~ i w ,  O C C U P ~ U ~ E  In 
a r a sh  larcc area md OYCP n ocrrod or time. The FElS should d c r d b c  t lw pole tlbal 

walcrzhcds t t i  W I I I C I I  dcvelopu~viil .s phmcd iicur iinporlnnt q u a t i c  P~SO.KL'U~. \Ye 
rurthrr 1,clicve that sucla o~ialjscs should ecnerdly reccivc pubiic rcvicw as draft EAs 
or El%, depending up00 tlic rcsource coiiflict potential of tlic propxts. 

Standards and Guidelines 



P 111-3 

P 111-4 

P.II1-7 

P.111-9 

P.111-36 

P.111-49 

P.111-50 
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DElS SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

It L\ stntcd that "Crostoii is conttnumg. mid luridslrdcs m conimon tn stccp 
m a s  where hanl resistant mclts cap soft VOIC~IC  aswturr untts WIUCI, 
typcnlly h a w  n Iugh clny content." T l m c  IS n nccd to  dctnd thcsc arc% of 
ncWturf i m t s  wltl i h~gl i  clny content d~owmg thii 1oc:ilnty sutd upproitmntr 
rrcqiiriiry 01 OI~I~IIIICIICC 

Soils - Thc disclruroii on mariugcmcnt con~er is  and Iiu.nrd 01 CPOLIOII ncc& 
more dctnil. especinlly on the risk of C X C ~ L Y C  scdrmentiltm caused hy 
activities on tiiesc sorls 

Mixed eonlrcr stnnds occupy moistcr, Iiighrr clcvntion stir, .ud cover inorr 
ncrenge tliari piiic slmids. P. 111-4 of tlic plui says iiiixcd Lorc\t 11.1~vcst wi l l  
comprisc 70% of tiinhcr sales by tlic year 2037, as opposed to 45% 
prcsciitly. HOW wrll this incrcnsc in higlicr elevation haPYcst activities nfrcct 
the watersheds? One common problcm is increasing runoff for sevcml years 
(depending upon revegetation mte) T h s  nceds t o  be drscusscd. 

Old Growth - 287,958 a c w  of rcductioii is pliuiilcd (npproxminlcly 70% of  
thc old p w t h  farestwde). Thcm is a iiccd for inam mroormatmi on tlrc 
errcots of t h s  inrge scale reductton. 

"Ripanoli arcas In unsntisfnctory condition OCCIIC on all 6Pa;mg a l la tu~cn l~  on 
the F a m t  T I ~ C  m a s  comprise 3-5% or thc ramst 11 m ~ t l \ r ~ c t a r y  
condition should be dcrmd. Cmztng activities along the StPCurn am common 
soumes for watcr quality degradation. lf management is mdocd dlfIicult. 
perhnps exclusion From these arens should he the emphasis until satMactory 
condition 8s restored. 

Inrocmation or griwmg ccrccts upon the wntcr qualtty. ut gcncml. nccds to I,C 
dmiobcd, U I O , ~  w,~I, LUI Il~vct~tory 
IIIIPPOYVIIIPIIL\ ( .O~CI ~IV,.C.LIOII or r.~ng'* S I . ~ ~ I . I ~ C ' ~ ~ B P ~ ~ I  I B V < > ~ T ~ ~ ~ ~ Z ) .  rill. 11 s I l \~ l  

rtp.ut,uul vcget.,t1,,,, \urvcys 111 cn\ten, 0rr.gon iunl ,n.ty I,C ul,lo to ,,\,,,t yo,, 
wttit scw or tile ,WIC~ i lm i t t a t t l o l l  

tilc lBro~,i~lll UIW ru,d cyl\trllg 

."id Wllillilc Srrvwr illid Ntilioiidl M,uvnr I h I ~ r r w ~  Srivwr  II.LVV eoiiilui 1 ~ 1  

P 111-52 

P 111-53 

P 111-53 

P 111-33 

P.111-54 

P.111-55 

P 111-88 



- 

P N-2 

P N-3 

PJV-9 

- 

P IV-IO 

- 

P IV-12 

0 

P N-15 

P IV-19 

P IV-25 

PJV-26 

P IV-28 

P IV-3s 

P IV-30 

9 

The statement at the top o f  the page relating that Forest-wide StMdnrdS for 
browsing and g " n g  wi l l  be followed and "include specifrc OblCCtlVCS" has 
eencrvted somc confu\wn Thcn? docs not BPPCW Lo bc mw V X ' I f I C  
hlcct t ies tn t ~ v m  rarcst-wtdc standardb. cxiipt us pcrt.wi;6 LO the r w w  
mnnagcmont for the Murdcmn Creek wlld honc h c d  

Cfrccts on ripwtdul m&$ & fish habitat 
~ndcnt.md the nlnlrhcntrom mocrutcd with the I I I I U I ~ ~ C ! C I I I ~ I ~ ~  activitiub. We 
suggest that a IIIO~C detailed discussion be u~cluded In the Find  CIS. 

Pm,~g,iph 5. - There should he d t s n ~ t o n  nddrd th.~t  uddrcW25 Lllc 
cnv~cunn~cntnl O O ~ L F P ~ U C ~ C C L  LO the d ~ n d i u a : ~  mid divei\tLy o f  ripivirui 
vegetation adequate fundtng for m g e  administrution and 
improvements 
actinties should be curtailed until such a time that adequate funding for 
needed cnvironiiicntnl proteetion coinponeiits CLUI be assured. 

30 years far wat!sfaelocy rrpnrian areas to  attam a sstisfnctory condition 
seems extmaordrnmily long. Exclusion of livestock from these a r e a  could 
i n e r e ~ ~ e  the recovery cute d"atieally. Given the habitat and water quallty 
values or the rtp.utan ,ue+ all known IIICJ..UICS t o  cxpcdde lunetional & 

Mom \ p ~ ~ t f ! ~ i t y  IS nocdcd to 

If goad Iwestock dlstrtbution cannot be assurcd. then grazing 

ouologlcill moovuly rhuuld bc uo,srde,r?d auld the utost clleelwo UdOPlCd 

l t w  ncrrvity should be discussed i dcru l  tn thrs seet8on o f  llie DES. l l ow 
many lodgepole pme rrpman acres emst on the Forcst9 W l n l  are the stmnin 
CIBU~S tn i hc~cs  areas where nrc they? The pllrose "cont.nuous stwd of 
trees" Should be quwitiEied. 



10 11 

P.Iv-40 The d~~cussion on Erreets on Water is inadequate to dctermiiic what errects 
might take place under certain management activities or  altcmatives. 
Widespread regenemtion harvest (clearout) has ramifications not delolled i n  
the discussion. 

p IV-6 By 2037, "old-growth hnbitat wil l occur on 121.208 acw.. " Again, what IS 
the present acreage (total) and how much reduction does this frgure 
reprcscnt? What IS the defmition for Vlablc populations of dependent spccles? 



I2 

I' IV-24 

1' IV-24 

- 

P IV-2s 

P v-2 

olcw how mcnitar;ng results wil l bc communiiated t o  outside groups 
Accountahil~ty or the ability to asses. cffectrvcnerr of actions IS csscntinl for 
a successful momtoring program. 
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PJV-3') Wnlrr, Soil, iuid Air #I - Tliir bLintd.url \hould diw-nlw L h r  w , t I ~ ~ . ~ L ~ i i ~ i  pii iw\\ 
to  bc uscd or give @iidcliiics to  wliat e ~ ~ ~ ~ t i t ~ t i : ~  a rnti\fiwLory ~~VII~IIII~IUII. 
Which cffccls nm Lo bc evaluated? I'crliups cvalai~tion g~ridel i i im could 
melude a List of bencflcial and adverse effects, possibly rncluding rclative 
weights of importance. 

Fuels #4 - It is not wtdemtood wliat conncction there is bctwecn niaclunc 
piling or slush and Llic proteelion o f  fiielr in a ripivuui i w n .  I'erliap LIu\  
could bc cxplitincd krc. 

P.N-40 

Many of thc othcr munngcmcnl a n  s t m i d d  suffcr froiii the sutiie lack of dctuil 
as found ln management m a  3. For example. how ace activities new bald caglc roosting 
aceas mine t o  be mtr i c ted?  And what is the bald e a l e  most Site utrlrzatioii Dcrrod7 
Wliat 
their cvaluatlon P.111-47). When and how ls it decided that exuting mngc improvements 
ace unnecessary and how wi l l  they be removed (P.IV-47)? What cri tcr in mwt be met for a 
decis~on to  hc rcndcred thut epidemic levels o f  InfcFtntlom wonld scv(?p(?Iy tlirculen 
ndiaeent lands (I'.IV-51. #3)7 

th i  dcflnrtion of significant cultural resources-and what nm the guidelines for 

extent of road obhtenttion and how IS the dcclsion made" By whom (Forest. industry)? 

APPCNDIX J - Monitoring 

P.J-7 We suggest adding a second question to this issue m a  that nddrcsscs hahrtnt 
smtnbthty. Question 2 might read. Is the hubdat provided suilnhle t o  
mamain the desrred population levels? 

Thu monitormg effort only focuses on population tmuds of nnldromous Tuh. P J-16 
and timber and-mngc outpits from ripnrizui aceas. Conditions of the ripnrioli 
m a  and water quality should be monitorcd for ndversc effects caused by thc 
timber and muzlne activities. Trcnds o f  otlicP species populnt~osrs should nlw 

P.J-20 This 8s M adequalc plan Cor monitoring thc iinplementntiou mid ~Cfcclivciiess 
of manngemcnt standards Howevcr. tlus is not suf fmcnl  t o  substitute for  
specific monrtaring of water quality and I I S ~  habitat eonhtton, as mentioncd 
by the forest staff a t  our October meeting. 



Attachment A 

USFS -- FOREST PIAN REVIEW 
Water Quality Summary 

Malheur National Forest 
139 N.E. Dayton Street 
John Day, Oregon 97845 
(503) 575-1731 

USFS r: 
Draft 1 

Nt 
I: 

OR-03 
st 1987 

Significant Features 

1,459.422 acres Grant, Marney, Baker, and Malheur counties 

Ranger Districts: Bear Valley (John Day) 
Burns 
Lang Creek (John Day) 
Prairie City (Prairie City) 

(Hi n e s ) 

Major Basins: Malheur, John Day, and Silvies 

Aquatic Ecoregion: Blue Mountains (09) 

Special Protection: 6 8 , 7 0 0  ac. Strawberry Mountain Wilderness 
12,620 ac. Monument Rock Wilderness 
13,322 ac. ScenCc area 

Backqround 

The Malheur National Forest is located in eastern Oregon. The 
forest is a diverse landscape of grasslands, sage, and juniper 
with mountain lakes and meadows. Major tree species include 
ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, Douglas fir, grand fir, and other 
mixed conifers. The Strawberry-Aldrich Mountain Range splits the 
forest into two physiographic divisions: the Blue Mountains to 
the north and the High Lava Plains to the south. Elevations vary 
from 3 , 3 0 0  feet along the Middle Fork of the John Day River to 
9,038 feet on top of Strawberry Mountain. 

Most of the Malheur National Forest receives 20 to 40 inches of 
annual precipitation. This precipitation occurs primarily from 
November to May in the form of snow. Dry periods occur annually 
and vary from 1 to 3 months duration. Stream drainage density 
ranges from one and a half to two miles of perennial streams per 
square mile in wetter areas, to uo perennial stream flow in drier 
areas. 

Forested areas are used for timber prbduction, grazing, wildlife 
habitat, and recreation. Lower elevation shrub and grassland 
areas are widely used for rangeland. Meadows on upper mountain 
slopes serve as summer grazing grounds. Numerous streams in the 
area have been mined intensively for metals. 

Streams originating in the forest supply water for irrigation, 
domestic use, and livestock use. Livestock in and near streams 
affect stream bank stabllltv and stream Sedimentation. Historical 
overgrazing has caused a drbp in the water tables and subsequent-- 
downcutting of streams In most of the lower valleys, accelerating 
deterioration of stream bank stability and sedimentation. Removal 
of vegetation for timber harvest and road construction contribute 
toward increased hrllslope erosion. A variety of past and present 
mining practices have introduced significanc disturbance to stream 
aualicv. ODen oit and shaft mincs have had localized effects 
;here LailiiIys bere pushed downslope towards drainages. 
mining, prevalent in streams of all sizes, has resulted in malor 
physical disruption of stream beds and biota. 

The Malheur National Forest contains a highly diversified fishery 
ranging from coldwater dependent Yellowstone cutthroat and dolly 
Varden to coolwater smallmouth bass. In addition, the John Day 
River drainage supports anadromous runs of spring chinook salmon 
and summer steelhead trout. Major drainages important to 
fisheries include: 

Placer 

North Fork John Day River Resident trout 

Middle Fork John Day River 

John Day River 

spriny ChinoQk salmon 
Summer steelhead trout 
Rainbow trout 

Spring chinook salmon 
Summer steelhead trout 
Rainbow tront 
Cutthroat-trout 
Dolly Varden 
Brook trout 

South Fork John Day River Summer steelhead trout 
Rainbow trout 

Malheur River (including North Fork) Rainbow trout 
Dolly Varden 
Brook trout 

Silvies River Smallmouth bass 
Resident trout 

Approximately 235 stream miles have been inventoried as being in 
unsatisfactory condition based on areas of unstable, eroding banks 
and lack of stream-surface shading. 



Watershed 
Number 

17050116-A-010 
020 
030 
040 

Watershed Bhnef i c i a l  c u r r e n t  Monitor. 
Name Use S t a t u s  Needs 

Drainage o b i e c t i v e s  

Drainage o b ~ e c t i v e s  i d e n t i f y  t h e  l e v e l  of water q u a l i t y  or f i s h e r y  
h a b i t a t  p o t e n t i a l  t o  be achieved i n  a g iven  watershed. These a r e  
t h e  b a s i s  of eva lua t ing  management op t ions .  

watershed Watershed Bene f i c i a l  Curren t  Monitor 
Number Name use S t a t u s  Needs 

Malheur River 
~ c c o y  Creek 
sosonberg Creek 
Summit Creek 

R **. 
t 

* * *  
* * *  17050116-0-010 

020 
Pine Creek 
Alka l i  Creek 17070201-A-010 John Day River A 

020 Deardorff Creek 
030 Reynolds c reek  
0 4 0  Strawberry Creek 
050 Dixie  Creek 
060 B e a r  Creek 
070 Ind ian  Creek 

17070201-0-010 John Day River A 
020 Canyon Creek 
030 E.F. Canyon Creek 
040 Byram Gulch Mw 
050 Laycock Creek 

**. 
* 
* 17050116-C-010 

0 2 0  
030 
040 
050  

wolf creek 
squaw creek  
calamaity c reek  
Schurtz Creek 
Gunbarrel c r eek  

N.F. Malheur River  
c rane  c reek  
Bear creek 

t t t  

*** 

*** 
*** 
* 
* 
* 

17050116-D-010 
020 

R 

R 

t*t 

* * *  
*** 
*** 
*** 
* 

030  

17050116-E-010 
020  

Malheur River 
cottonwood c reek  060 Beech Creek 

070 E.F. Beech Creek 
080 Ri ley  Creek 
090 Birch  Creek 

* 
*** 
***  

17050116-F-010 
020 
030 

L i t t l e  Malheur River  
camp Creek 
squaw Creek 

S i l v i e s  River  

100 F i e l d s  Creek 

17070201-C-010 
020 

S.F. John Day River  
Venator c reek  
Grasshoppef Creek 
Deer Creek 
S.F. Deer Creek 
N.F. Deer Creek 
Murderers Creek 
S . F. Murderers Creek 

A R *** 
t 

*** 
t 

*** 
*** 

030 
040 
050 
060 
070 
0 8 0  

*** 

*** 
S i l v i e s  River 
Camp Creek 
Bridge Creek 
Mall Creek 

s i lvies  River  
Sage Hen Creek 
Myrtle Creek 
Emigrant Creek 
Blue Creek 
Sawtooth Creek 
Yellowiacket Creek 

17120002-B-010 
020 
0 3 0  17070202-A-010 

020 
030 
040 

N.F. John Day River  A 
Deer Creek 
Fox creek  
Cottonwood Creek 

M.F. John Day River A 
C l e a r  Creek 
Vwegar  Creek 
Camp creek  
Lick  Creek 
Big c reek  
S l i d e  Creek 

Bas in  Creek 
Long Creek Mw 

*** 
**t 

~~ ~ 

04 0 

17120002-C-010 
020 
030 
040 
050 
060 
070 

*** 
*tt 
t*t 

*** 
* 

*** 
*** 
*** 
* 

*** 

050 
060 
070 
080 
090 

A: Anadromous F i sh  ***: High P r i o r i t y  
R: Resident  Trout  * : Medium P r i o r i t y  
MW: Municipal Water 

A: Anadromous F i sh  ***: 
Mw: Municipal Water 
R: Resident T rou t  * :  

High P r i o r i t y  
Medium P r i o r i t y  



I Attachment B 

WTIOHAL FOREST 
UATER QUALITY MONITORING 

RECOMENOATIONS 

GENERAL HONITORING GUIOELINES 

P r i o r i t i e s .  Greatest p r i o r i t y  should be given t o  assessing f i she ry  
impacts i n  the  fo l low ing  order: 1) endangered anadmmour runs; 2) 
o the r  anadromous runs; 3) res ident  salmonids; 4) and others. 
i nc lud ing  w a n  water species. 

S i te  se lec t i on  f o r  mon i to r ing  impacts on the  above 
f i s h  populat ion should r e f l e c t  the  need f o r  a representa t ive  range 
of environmental condi t ions,  e.g.. s o i l  type, channel morphology. 
and erosion po ten t ia l .  Special  a t t e n t i o n  should be given t o  
watersheds with the grea tes t  sediment product ion po ten t ia l .  
considerat ion must a l so  be given t o  mOnitOrlng i n  heav i l y  developed 
watersheds and i n  watersheds developed o r  d is tu rbed i n  increments 
over time t o  evaluate cumulative e f f e c t s  upon f i s h e r y  resources. 

S i t e  Selections. 

Pairea Uatersheos. Paired watersheds should be selected wherever 
possible.  consisting o f  a representat ive stream reach I n  the 
u r t o r < n m <  fn he develoaed and a comoarable reach i n  an undevelooed -- _ _  r . ~  ~ 

watershed. 
upon s i m i l a r i t y  i n  stream slope, e leva t ion .  streamside vegetation. 
bank s t a b i l i t y ,  f i shery ,  s o i l  type, Stream c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  etc. 

f i r s t  e n t r y  i n t o  a watershed. 
es tab l i sh  adequate basel ine data i n  bo th  the  developed and 
undeveloped watersheds. 

p e r i o d i c a l l y  adjusted t o  r e f l e c t  needs o r  pmblems i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the 
ongoing monitoring. Typ ica l l y ,  mon i to r ing  a t  a s p e c i f i c  s i t e  w i l l  
be i n i t i a l l y  intensive.  w i t h  a l a t e r  s h i f t  t o  per iod ic  t rend 
v e r i f i c a t i o n .  

designed t o  evaluate impacts n o t  detectable on a s h o r t - t e m  basis. 
Examples are l o n g - t e n  s t a b i l i z a t o n  o f  logg ing  roads, recovery ra tes  
o f  degraded streams, presence of l a r g e  woody debr is,  etc. 

Control ( o r  reference) rbaches should be selected baked 

Tiwing. Timing o f  mon i to r ing  should emphasize de tec t ing  Impacts from 
This may requ i re  p r i o r  monitor ing t o  

Frequency. Frequency and l o c a t i o n  O f  mon i to r ing  should be 

Long-Ten Monitoring. Cer ta in  aspects o f  the mon i to r ing  should be 

2 

IHPLEHENTATION HONITORING 

This On-Sfte monitor ing should evaluate the correctness o f  Best 
Management Pract ices (BHP) implementation. This i n f o n a t i o n  w i l l  be 
c r i t i c a l  i n  determining whether adverse instream h a b i t a t  impacts were 
caused by inadequate BHPS o r  impmper implementation of BHPs. In  general, however. we feel t h a t  the spec i f i c  method used t o  evaluate the 
correctness of EHP implementation are best i d e n t i f i e d  by  the U.S. Forest  
Service (USFS). 

EFFECTIVENESS HONITORING 

Stream Moni to r ing  Parameters. Both f i s h  dens i t y  (by species and age 
Class) and f i s h  hab i ta t  q u a l i t y  should be evaluated. 
q u a l i t y  should no t  be conf ined s o l e l y  t o  subs t ra te  composition 
(e.9.. cobble embeddedness and percent f ine  sediment by  depth), b u t  
should a lso  inc lude such factors as p o o l l r i f f l e  r a t i o ,  amount and 
s ize  o f  l a rge  organic debris, vegeta t ive  cover, channel morphology, 
etc. Data should be gatheced by  the  most cos t  e f fec t i ve  method 
wh i le  i nsu r ing  data qua l i t y .  and u t i l i z a t i o n  of standard methods o f  
measurement and analysis. 

Hab i ta t  

CALIBRATION MONITORING. 

The t o t a l  mon i to r ing  e f f o r t  should be c a r e f u l l y  designed so t h a t  one 
outcome i s  to  improve our  a b i l i t y  t o  p r e d i c t  v i a  models: 
sediment load ing  t o  a stream. 2) the  ac tua l  impact o f  those sediments on 
f i s h  hab i ta t ,  and 3) the ac tua l  impacts of those sediments or o the r  f i sh  
hab i ta t  changes on f i sh  population. 

1) the ac tua l  

INTERAGENCY SUPPORT/COORDINATION 

Technical F isher ies  Advisory Committee. To improve interagency 
coordinat ion (and t o  p m v i d e  techn ica l  assistance and support). we 
suggest t ha t  the USFS es tab l i sh  a technical  f i she ry  adv isory  
committee i n  each state. This group could cons is t  o f  
representat ives o f  government agencies who manage the resource or 
whose a c t i v i t i e s  impact the f i s h e r i e s  resource. By meeting 
quarter ly.  o r  as s i g n i f i c a n t  issues ar ise,  t h i s  gmup could 
i den t i f y .  and hopeful ly resolve pmblems as they  develop. They 
could a l so  p l a y  a key r o l e  i n  ass i s t i ng  the USFS i n  prepar ing and 
present ing the annual mon i to r ing  repo r t  discussed below. 



Annual Monitoring Report. Ue suggest t h a t  an annual public meeting be 
held t o  brief al l  pa r t i e s  on t h e  monitoring results.  To minimize 
t ravel  costs .  the USFS could review r e s u l t s  from individual fo re s t s  
w i t h i n  a s t a t e  a t  a s ing le  meeting. This would a l s o  f a c i l i t a t e  
comparison of results from d i f f e r e n t  forests.  The technical 
f i s h e r i e s  advisory c o m i t t e e  could help the USFS develop. and 
present a consensus on impacts and needed actions.  

Written material should focus on an analysis  o f  planned VI actual  
act ions and impacts. For example. where water qua l i t y  problems 
occurred, t h e  USFS should c l e a r l y  define the nature  and cause o f  t h e  
problems, the corrective actions taken. and the pmcedures t o  be 
used t o  prevent future occurrences. T h i s  material .  together w i t h  
supporting data ,  should be made avai lable  t o  a l l  pa r t i e s  p r i o r  t o  
the public meeting. A more fomal  wri t ten report  summarizing 
long-term trends and impacts should be prepared periodically.  
possibly a t  5-year intervals .  



Mr. Kenneth L. Evan8 
Forest Superv~sor 
Malheur National Forest 
139 N.E. Dayton Street 
John Day, Oregon 97845 

Dear Mr. Evans 

We have reviewed your proposed Malheur Natlonal Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan and associated draft Environmental Impact Statement and do 
not foresee any impact on avlation or Its actlvltles. 

Thank you fnr the opportunity to comment on your proposal. 

Marlin E. Binger 
Policy and Planning Officer 

Nover&er 6, 1987 

In Reply Refer to: 
HW-010.2 

Dear Mr. Evans: 

Federal Highway Administration, Region 10, has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Malheur National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan and offers the following c m e n t s  for your consideration: 

Oregon highway Routes 7, 26, and 395, which are on the Federal-aid highway 
system, are within the National Forest. Quite often such highways in National 
Forest areas do not have defioed right-of-way. To make highway improvements with 
FHWA funds on any of the above routes, or any Forest Highway System routes which 
may use any lands designated as recreation, requires a determination by FHWA that 
there is no other feasible and prudent altemative than the selected proposal. 
Without an adequately defined right-of-way, this has, in similar situations, 
caused considerable delay in project implementation and increased taxpayer 
expense. 

ne suggest the final EIS acknowledge that when right-of-way For Federal-aid 
highway routes or forest highway routes are not defined, a management effort will 
be made to work out such details with the government officials having operating 
responsibilities for that route. 

Ideally, in any area designated recreation by you, the designated right-of-way 
should be of sufficient width to allow bridge replacements, roadway widening, or 
elimination of safety hazards such as bad curves. Roadway improvements within a 
d e f h d  corridor designated for hlghway use do not require a 4(P) determination. 
NEPA action will apply to all highway improvernents. 

Sincerely, 

M. Eldon Green 
Regional Administrator 

h Program Development 



National Aeronautics 2nd 
space Adm!nistralion 
Washington. D C 
20546 

Mr. Kenneth L. EVMS 
Forest Supervisor 
Malheur National Forest 
139 NE Dayton Street 
John Day, OR 97845 

Dear Mr. Evans. 

We heve reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Plan 
for the Malheur National Forest and have no comments to offer. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant ASSociaie Administrator for 
Facilities Management 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
*.,_I 11111 DI.1IIICI COII.'O. L"0lnrr". 

s_ l lD I * r  .D I  Cor" SO"..," Lla4.r 
I..,* **I.. U*.I I*CIO* ..,.a .*.n 

November 12. 1987 

Planning Division 

Ms. Jennifer  L. Harris 
Malheur National Forest 
139 NE Oayton S t r e e t  
John Day, Oregon 97845 

Dear Els. Harris. 

T h i s  is i n  response t o  your l e t t e r  dated August IS, 1987 concerning 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Management Plan f o r  the Malheur 
National Forest. Those documents were forwarded t o  the  Walla Halla D i s t r i c t  
Envlronmmtal Resources Branch f o r  review. T i n s  l e t t e r  a lso reflects the . . .. 
previous disc 

. . . -. . . . . . . 
erning these 

proposals. 

review old not reveal any a f f ec t s  on navigation o r  our hydropower develop- 
ment. 
logic  concerns and found no inadequacies. 

I n  accordance w i t h  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 
a Department of the Army permit is required f o r  the discharge of dredged or  
f i l l  material into waters of the  United States ,  including wetlands. As we 
discussed, the Portland Di s t r i c t  will a s s i s t  you regarding Clean Water Act 
permits. 

We have reviewed the proposals f o r  the areas Of our concern. This 

Moreover. we have reviewed the projects f o r  flood control and hydro- 

Should you need any additional information, please contact Mr 
IkDonala a t  FTS 434-6627 o r  509-522-6627. 

W .  E. 

Sincerely, - 
T - I  

L 
.- .hiif ,  Environmental Resources Branch 



Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administratton 

PO Box 3621 
Portland. Oregon 97208.3621 

Novelnber 10, 1987 

Mr. Xenneth L. Evans, Superv~sor 
Malheur National Fores t  
USDA Fores t  servxee 
139 Northeast Dayton S t r e e t  
John MY, OR 97845 

Dear Mr.  Evans: 

B O n n e Y i l l e  Power Administration IBPA) has reviewed t h e  Draft  Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) On the  MalheUr National Fores t  Proposed Land and 
Resource Management Plan. We o f f e r  the  following comments fOT your 
consrdera t ion .  

1. AS noted I n  t h e  d r a f t  EIS, BPA 18 Current ly  fundrng a number of f i s h  
and w i l d l i f e  enhancement p r o i e c t s  an t h e  nalheur National Forest .  
These p r o l e c t s  Were implemented through toe NorthWest Power Planning 
Counci l ' s  Columbia Basin Fish and W i l d l i f e  Program, as p a r t  of t h e  
PaClfiC Northwest E l e C t r l c  Power Planning and Conservation A c t  of 
1980. BPA has inves ted  ratepayer money for  these  p r o i e c t s  through an 
interagency agreement wlth t h e  Halheur NatlOnal Forest .  The 
enhancement p r o i e c t s  also represent  investments i n  planning and 
coordrnation by Other Federal ,  s t a t e ,  and local agencies.  

The enclosed t a b l e  from t h e  John Day River Basin 'Working Paper. Shows 
t h e  p r q e c t s  t h a t  BPA 1s funding on the  Mainstem. t h e  Upper Hamstem, 
the  Middle Pork, and t h e  South Pork Of t h e  John Day River. These have 
been i d e n t i f i e d  as p r i o r i t y  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for  increased f i s h  
production. We urge you to  p r o t e c t  the  enhancement prO3ectS and the  
e n t i r e  watershed by gLvlng s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  r i p a r i a n  and ad jacent  
terrestrial areas where logging and road bui ld ing  a c t i v i t i e s  are 
planned. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  r i p a r i a n  areas Should be pro tec ted  w i t h i n  loo 
f e e t  of p r o j e c t  sites, and p r e f e r e n t r a l  cons idera t ion  should be given 
f o r  adequate pro tec t ion  from sedrmentation. 

I f  you have any questzons about BPA'S f s h  and w i l d l i f e  p r o p z t s ,  
please call HI. Larry Everson, 503-230-5199 IPTS 429-51991, of BPA'S 
Division of Plsh and Wildlife. 

2. The d r a f t  EIS and Proposed Land and Resour~e  Management P lan  (P lan)  
f a i l  t o  address  U t z l i t q  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o r r i d o r s  as requi red  by 
t h e  Federal Land Pol icy  and Hanagement Act IFLPMA). TO f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  
t imely and Orderly development of Euture u t i l i t y  p r o j e c t s ,  t h e  EIS and 
Plan should des igna te  e x i s t i n g  and proposed t r a n s p o < t a t m n  and u t i l i t y  
c o r c i d o r s ,  and should address  t h e  impacts, i f  any, Of a l t e r n a t i v e  
management plans on rights-of-way and coryidora.  P lease  r e f e r  t o  t h e  
1986 Western Regional Corridor s tudy  for a list Of c o r r i d o r s  
recommended f o r  des igna t ion  by t h e  Western U t i l i t y  Group and for  
guidance an hou c o r r i d o r s  Should be t r e a t e d  i n  the  EIS and Plan. We 
recommend t h a t  a management area f o r  designated c o r r i d o r s  and 
avoidance and eXE1USLOD area9 be e s t a b l i s h e d ,  and t h a t  EorridoeS be 
shown on a map. 
the nalheur National Fores t ,  b u t  Idaho Power company and C a l i f o r n i a  
Pacific u t l l l t i e s  company do have lines cross ing  t h e  pores t .  These 
u t I l L t y  companies should be consulted.  

BPA does not  have any transmission l i n e s  t h a t  cross 

I. BPA has some communication f a c l l i t i e s  within t h e  Forest .  SlnCe SPA 
m u s t  have access t o  these f a c i l i t i e s  a t  a l l  times for  maintenance and 
emergency s i tua tLons ,  we request t h a t  you c o n t a c t  BPA'S Snake ~ i v e r  
Area Operations and Maintenance Manager, Mr.  Truman COnn, to  dL8cUBB 
any oIctiOnS t h e  Forest  may take  t h a t  could aEfOEt BPA'S f a c i l i t y  
access or system r e l i a b i l L t y .  Mr. conn's addrese 14 West 101 Poplar,  
wall= walla,  Washington 99362,  telephone 509-522-6238 LPTS 434-6238] .  

4 .  We recommend t h a t  the  EIS and Plan address  renewable energy C ~ S O U T C ~ S  

Such as wind, h y d r o e l e c t r i c ,  geothermal, and biomass. In p a r t i c u l a r ,  
you could i d e n t i f y  the  type and p o t e n t i a l  Of t h e  resource, t h e  impact 
Of t h e  management a l t e r n a t i v e s  on it, and any Conf l ic t8  t h a t  n i g h t  b e  
rnvolved with resOu<ce development. BPA has mformation on NorthWest 
energy resources  whlch may be of h e l p  t o  you. 

Thank YOU for  t h e  OppOrtWlitY to  COmment On t h e  d r a f t  EIS. I f  YOU need 
addi txonal  mformat ion ,  p lease  f e e l  f r e e  to  contac t  ne. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony R. Norre11 " 
A s s i s t a n t  t o  t h e  Administrator f o r  

Environment 



October 29, 1987 

nr. Charles Graham, Actlng Fores t  Supervlsor 
Malheur NaClonal Forest  
139 NE Dayton StreeC 
John Day. OR 97845 

Dear Hr. Graham. 

Blo logls t s  of both the U.S. Flsh and Wlld l l fe  Scrvlee and the Oregon 
Department of  Ffsher les  and WIldllfe have been ln contacc v l t h  me 
eoncernlng the  pr-ovlslona for  protec t lon  of f l shes  In the  Halheur 
Natlonal Forest  Plan now under conslderacfon Because I have 8008 

f a m l l l a r l t y  v l t h  the  Harney B a s h  and the  l so la ted  f l s h  fauna the re ,  I am 
taklng the l i b e r t y  of u r l t l n g  you In regard to  two f l shes  tha t  I bel leve  
should be accorded peoteCtlOD In any future m a ~ g e m c n t  of the Halheur 
N a t l o ~ l  Forest .  

The f l r s t  of these  1s the  t rou t  genera l ly  k n o w  a8 redband", a 
representa t lve  of  t h e  genvs Salmo t h a t  cu r ren t ly  has no formal B c l e n t l f l c  
name. T h l s  apparent ly  1s a (OLmsncestral  to  o ther  members of the  
"ralnbou series", havlng achleved lts lnland d l sc r lbu t lon  a f c e r  the 
spread of  tho eu t throac  group and before  che lnveslon of the  more t yp ica l  
ralnbov found l n  drainages open to  Che sea. The l a &  of a s c l e n t l f l c  - vhether t h a t  name uould des igna te  tbe  redband srrles as a f u l l  
spee lce  or  onc or more oubspcclcs o f  rrlnbow - 1s not Che fnu l t  of the 
t rou t .  Thls Is a f l s h  thac has been long es tab l l shed  I n  l so lo t fd  stmoms 
and baslns and l n  headwaters of  screams from well south In Cel l forn ln  t o  
well nor th  1" Br l t l sh  Columbla. It l e  bes l ca l ly  recognl rsb le  by l t s  
plgmcntatlon, f l nc  acales ,  g l l l  raker  and pylor le  caeca count, and I t s  
a b l l l c y  to withstand severe envlronmencal eondl t lons  lneludlng e leva ted  
water temperatures. It genera l ly  resembles inlnbow. but some stocks have 
bealbranehlal  t e e t h ,  B cu t th roa t  charac te r  Is t l c  . 

As one would expect from long l so l a t lon  of stocks of a representa t lve  
of  such a gene t l ca l ly  p l e sc l e  genus us *. t he re  are m n y  morphotypcs 
and gEDOLYpeS of  t h l s  remarkable taxon. These are under otudy by 
l ~ h t h y o l o g l a t s  a t  several un lve re l t l e s  and by b lo log l s t s  O F  seve ra l  state 
and federa l  agencies. Anyon0 conelderlag scc lon  t h a t  could cause 

C. Graham l e t t e r  
Oct. 29. 1987 
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dimlnutlon or ex t lnc t lon  OF any s tock  o f  Lhls f l s h  should conslder also 
the problems faced by the  Bc len t l s t s  vho ace t ry lng  t o  make eeme of  t h l e  
evolu t lonar I lY l n t e r e s t l n g  group of s tocks  t h a t  have Imporcant pocent l s l  
fo r  f l s h e r l e s  management ln M e n d  areas wlth m a r g l M l  h s b l t a t .  I n  order 
to  descr lbe  and Mme t h l s  l n t r lgu lng  b lo log lc s l  e n t i t y ,  speelnens mwt be 
s tudled  from throughouc the very eonsldersble range and from many screams 
and c r l b u t a r l e s  ln t h a t  range. (For lnsrance my s tudent  Peter ~ l s s o n  
co l lec ted  th ree  d e f l n l t e l y  recognlaable morphotypee of r s l n b o r l l k e  or 
redband-llke t r o u t  dur lng  h l s  study of the  s l l v l e e . )  Data of many Sor t s ,  
lneludlng mer l s t l c s .  morphometrlcs. blochenletry and ecology m u s t  be 
assembled. s tud led  and eva lua ted ,  and opln lons  of t h e  lchthyologlcal 
community must be sought and consldered. We must be forglven for belng 
slov ln t ry lng  to  f lnd  r e a l  answers t o  B d l f f l w l t  and h p e r c a n t  
tixonomle problem 

Because the  t rou t  has  no and has  no curren t  ~ o n c e n s u ~  among 
l fh thyo log l s t s  as t o  vhether lt Is a s p e c k s ,  subspecles or a s e r l e s  of 
races of lnland ralnbow" does not mean t h a t  l t  1s a no"-entlty and can 
be Ignored a8 a po ten t l a l  SOUT-EC of hatchery stocks.  as an angl lng  
resource or as a posslble 1cem on t h e  f ede ra l  llst of  threatened s p c l e a .  

I note tha t  Dc. Graham C a l l  (even though he does not conslder che 
redbend a Separate speeles). ln hle  September 1981 repert co the Halhevr 
NatlOMl Forest  calls f o r  management pol lcy  of a Cype *. . . t ha t  the 
d lve r se  resource v l l l  be malncalned I n  such n way as co allow 
evolu t lonary  PIoce88es to  continue. ' The enclosed copy of Dr. Robert 
Hlllec's August 1970 lctteC LO E ( r .  Wllllam Delbert. although s p c l f l e s l l y  
dea l lng  v l rh  the  smooth scu lp ln  of the Harney b a s h .  expresses LD the 
second paragraph the  general hpor t anee  of p r ~ t e f t l n g  s tocks  such as the 
redband t rou t .  

The second spee les  of concern Is C o t t w  ba l rd l  subep., the  Halheur 
mottled seulplo.  
oculpln  nval te  a general study of t h e  subspecies of C. =. I 
p e r s m a l l y  be l leve  l t  should be  a subspecles (bcndl rc l )  sepacate from the 
upper Snake Rlver form (punetulntue) from v h l e h h e d .  Although 
t h l s  f l s h  has no po ten t l a l  economl~ value. lt should be protected fo r  
many of  the  reasons out l lned  for  the redbend. 

Tho major change in bov ledge  of t h l s  avbspecles ~ l n c e  1 ? 7 1 ~ ~ h a t  there 
are populations 1" hlgh t r l b u t s r l e s  Of S l l v e r  Cree& which, I presYlOC are 
not l n  the Halheur Natlonal Forest .  

The proper a p p l l c a t ~  a p e c l f l c  Mme t o  t h l s  

I am enelas lng  CVO letcers eoneernlng protec t lon  of C. ba l rd l  subsp. 
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I hope t h l s  letter will be of h e l p  In plannlng far  the proper 
protectLon o f  the f i s h e s  o f  the Malheur Watlonal Forest. I would be 
happy to  respand t o  quest lans you ollght have eoncemlng t h e s e  speclee. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Enclosures 

CEB/CV 

December 1 0 ,  1987 

Forest Supervisor 
Malheur National Forest 
139 Dayton Street 
John Day, Oregon 97845 

Dear Forest Supervisor. 

The Union County Court supports the management of the 
Malheur National Forest under the "Preferred-Plus" 
alternative with an annual timber sale program ceiling for 
the next 10 years at approximately 260 million board feet 
per year. 

We also feel that the roadless areas need to be reconsidered 
primarily because of fire control access. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the management 
of the Malheur National Forest. 

'John J-V Howard 

commissioner 

Marie C. Lester 
commissioner 

sb 



GRANT COUNTY COURT 
CO".W*O"BE 

CAHYONCITV.OR 87020 
S03-S75Qo59 

4 November 1 9 8 7  

Chuck Graham,  A c t i n g  S u p e r v i s o r  
Malheur  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
J o h n  Uny.  Ore. 1 9 8 4 5  

Re. Elanngement p l a n  f u r  H o l h e u r  N i t i o n . ~ i  F o r c s t  

A f c e r  considering t h e  vorlous a l t e r n a t i v e s .  d u d  
u f t u r  e o n b u l t a t i o n  w i t h  Variou8 C I t i L e n b  g c o u p s ,  
w e  s u p p o r t  A l t e r n a t i v e  F. as b e i n g  t h e  b e s t  m i x  f o r  
r e s p o n s i b l e  management  f a r  n i l  E O ~ C C T ~ C .  we do, 
however .  h a v e  some comments  a n d  s u g g e s t i o n s .  
M r  llolland h a s  c h o s e n  t o  make h i s  own comments .  

1 .  R a t h e r  r h n n  m n l n t u l n  r o i l d i e h b  areas V J .  r o o d e d  
areas. we recommend t h a t  r o a d  s t a n d a r d s  h e  r e d u c e d ,  and 
s e a s o n a l  road elosureb be "bed. Reducing road s t a n d a r d s  
v r l l  r e h u l t  in l ~ h b  b o l l  d l s t u r b a n c u .  blower  t r a v e l .  
and l e s e  c r n v c i  v h c n  condiriuns are poor.  AcLuss roddh 
for logging can a l m p l y  b e  o b l i t e r a t e d  when l o g g i n g  is 
f l n i b h e d .  

2 .  We r e a l l r e  t h a t  t h e  b l g  game l b  mnnagcd by t h e  S t n t c  
O f  O r e g o n ,  w h i l e  t h e  h u b l t n t  1s n a n a g c d  by t h e  USDA T h i h  
r e h u l t b  in some l a c k  o f  d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h c  number* of  . i n L m ~ l b  
and f i b h  Char are c o o s l d e r e d  optimum. I I o w e ~ e r .  1t Ib our 
p o s i t i o n  t h a t  r e a s o n a b l e  t i m b e r  h a r v e s t  and r e a v o n a i b e  
numbers  of game can co-ex i s t .  i f  b o t h  are p r o p e r l y  managed .  
R a t h e r  t h a n  s e t  a s i d e  area* f o r  e a c h ,  we recommend t h a t  
management  p l a n s  p r o v i d e  f o r  u6e by b o t h .  

3. We f i n d  some c o n f u s i o n  i n  t h e  ma86 of d a t a  concerning 
t i m b e r  h a r v e s t .  From a l l  we can g a t h e r .  t h e  t o t a l  a l l o w e d  
h a r v e s t  Is no g r a a t r r  t h a n  h e b  b e e n  h l a t u r r u l l y  h a r w s ~ e d .  
P e r h a p s  we s h o u l d  b e  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  wha t  we c u t ,  r a t h e r  thn i t  
hou much. We f a v o r  a ponderosa p i n e  f o r c a t  o v e r  one o f  
a h h o c l o t e d  h p e c l r a .  and uneven aged m ~ n o g e m e n t  o v e r  c v c n  
aged I n  c o n n e c t i o n  v i t h  h a r v e s t ,  Yc h c r o n g l y  urge an 
a g g r e s i v e  r e f o r e s t a t i o n  p i a n ,  f a v o r i n g  ponderaha p i n e .  

4 .  We urge management of  t h e  water ~ F S U Y ~ C C  by w a t e r s h e d .  
r a t h e r  c h a n  e m p h a s i s  on r i p a r i a n  areaa. T h i n  need n o t  
r e d u c e  t h e  e l l o v a b l e  AUMS, r a t h e r  i t  w i l l  move them 
around. 

5 We f i n d  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  g o a l s  a l i t t l e  c o n f u s i n g .  
T h e r e  is more t h a n  a d q u n t e  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  r o a d l e s s  r e c r e n t i o n ,  
t h e r e  is acknowledgmen t  of  t h e  n e e d  f o r  r o a d e d  r e c r e a t i o n .  
b u t  t h e r e  is l a c k  o f  u p k e c p  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of  f o r e s t  
camps. The d e p l o r a b l e  c o n d i t i o n  of a c c e s s  road6 t o  
f a r c s t  camps is o f  s p e c i a l  concern t o  U S .  The r o n d l e s s  
r c c r e a t l o n  p r o v i b l o n s  a n s w e r  t h e  need  f o r  t h e  a b l e  
b o d l e d  a n d  c h o s e  s e e k i n g  s o l l t u d e ;  we see a need f o r  
p r o v l s l o n  f o r  t h a h e  less a b l e  b o d i e d .  Many of t h e  vL6LtorS 
t o  our f o r e s t s  now a r e  r e t i r e d  p e r s o n s - - t h e y  s e e k  (I 

f o r e s t  e x p e r i e n c e .  b u t  h a v e  l l m i t e d  c a p o b i l i t y  f o r  w a l k i n g .  
ln t h i s  same line, we would l i k e  t o  see an  a g g r e s i v e  
p r o g r a m  o f  s l g n l n g  of  areas  of  h i s t o r i c  a n d  g e o l l g i c  
l n ~ e ~ e s t  v l r h i n  t h e  f o r e b t .  

0 .  r h e  N v C i o n ~ l  k o r e s t h  h a v e  (111 on-going prOblcm w i t h  
p e h t s .  we dgree w i ~ l i  F - d c p d r t u r o  w l t i ~ h  p r o v i d e s  Cor b * i v u g o  
s a l e b .  We alba need rl m ~ n ~ g e m ~ ' n t  p l a n .  a n d  p r ~ v l b l o ~  f u r  

g o i n g  I h ~ ~ r v c b t  u t  t h e  r c ~ u l r l n g  d l r ~ d  tract.. 

7 l n  g e n e r a l  f o r e s t  m.~nagemenr ,  w c  urge t h e  u t i l l r a t i u n  
u t  v ~ r i a u b  medns of  a i d a h  d l b p o h a l  t u  p r u b u n r  4 elcancr, 
m o r e  p e s r - f r e e .  and less f i r e - h a z a r d o u s  f o r e s t .  T h i s  
would also r e d u c e  t h e  need f o r  e x t e n s i v e  visual e o r r i d o r b .  

8 .  We r e a l i z e  t h e  b e s t  p l a n  1s no good w i t h o u t  a b u d g e t  
t o r  c a r r y i n g  i t  o u t ,  and t h a t  s o b t  i n t e n a i v c  manilgcment 
p r n e t i e c b  c a r r y  h i g h  p r i c e  tag .  0 0  Y O  know u t  wha t  1 c v c . l  
t h e  N a t i o n a l  F o r r e t  o p e r a t i o n  w i l l  be f u n d e d ?  Is t h e r e  
a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  some i n t e n s i v e  management p r a c t i c e s  c o u l d  
h e l p  pay  f o r  t h e m s e l v e s ?  

Thank y o u  f o r  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  Comment on t h e  
p r o p o s e d  M a l h e u r  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  p l a n .  

I u n d l n g ,  t i m e l y  Lcu*LmL.IIt " C  I X b t  i t , Iu*L*tl"il  JllJ 0"- 

Lorene A l l e n .  C o u n t y  J v d g a  

c c :  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  d c i c g a t l o n  



County Courtfor Harney County 

BURNS. OREGON gnio 
P.O. BOX 1147 

December 11, 1987 

focest Supervisor 
Malheur National Forest 
139 Dayton Street 
John Day, Oregon 97845 

Dear Sir. 

The Hacney County court appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
the draft environmental impact statement for the proposed Land 
and Resource Management Plan for the Malheur National Forest. 

Harney County is opposed to Alternatrve F, the Forest service 
preferred alternative. 

Harney County does not have a single preferred alternative, but 
would appreciate your consideratlon of incorporating the 
following thoughts In your final EIS: 

1. We believe that Ponderosa PIne production is essential 
to the economic future of Harney County. That Ponderosa Pine 1s 
the product that gives us a competltlve edge in the lumber market 
both in times of housing booms and housing busts. 

2. That the plan's decision to permit Ponderosa Pine sites 
to be convected to associated species IS an Unwise decision. 

3. Emphasize the management of the Forest for the production 
of Ponderosa Pine on sustained yield bas1.5. This would maximlze 
community stability by providing an even flow of hlgh value 
Ponderosa Pine that would maintain ?ob5 and revenues to Countl?s 
and schools on B long-term basis. This could mean menaglng the 
Forest for Ponderosa Pine in the 20 to 22 inch diameter range. 

4. Maintain timber sales at a sustained yield level by 
continuing the selective logging of indrvidually marked trees. 

areas where clear cutting is the preferred practlce. 
5. Eliminate clear cuttmg except in the "on-Ponderosa 

6. Manage the Forest for uneven (multiage) timber stands. 

7 .  Harney County qcestxons whether the Forest Servlce has 
adequately addressed the increased economic value of a quallty 
Ponderosa Pine log. We believe that a separate study of the 
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value of Ponderosa Pine should be conducted instead of lumping it 
in with d11 othec species. 

8. H a m e y  County questions the valrdity of the increase I" 
employment levels In the EIS. 

9. Harney County is opposed to the plan's proposal to 
permit bl$ game numbers to almost double ThLS would not only 
reduce the farage on the Forest hvt woii l r l  result ir .  IncreasrJ 
pres3ure on adlacent private lands where the animals spend a part 
of each year. 

10. Harney County is concerned that the plan's policy of 
increased big game numbers would result in a decrease of AUM's. 
I f  the Forest can sustain increased forage consumption. as you 
suggest, Ye would then recommend that grazing levels for domescrc 
livestock remain at present levels. 

11. Constderation should be given for additional watec 
development to permit utilization of forage that is unavailable 
for use and divert some of the present pressure from riparian 
areas. 

12. Maintain the present park-like old gcovth appearance 
along mosc malor travel routes. 

13. Road closures should continue to be used as a wildlrfe 
management tool. 

14. Retain the necessary land allocation for timber 
productron that would continue to sustain Ponderosa Pine 
pcoduction at o r  near present allouable cut levels. 

15. Timber growth should continue to be measured on a board 
foot unit Instead of a cubic foot unit. The cubic foot growth 
measurement could give the false impression that w e  are growing 
an adequate amount of timber when in reality all we are producing 
Is fibsr and have lost our ability to produce timber that will 
provide a high-quality board. 

16. Riparian areas should be subiect to enhanced management 
techniques that will permit continued AUM and timber PrOdUCtlOn 
while protecting the cesource and providing for fish, wildlife 
and scenic benefits. 

17. Eliminate the Consideration of additions to wilderness 
and special set aside areas that are in fact mini-wilderness 
areas. Proper consideration for wilderness in the Malheur Forest 
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was accomplished by the Oregon Wilderness Act and there la no 
]ustification to attempt to modify the Act by management 
planning. 

18. Concern that the proposed slash management policy of 
letting slash lay on the ground will result rn increased insect 
and disease problems. make cow movement difficult, eeduce the 
AUM'S of forage and will have Serious visual impacts. 

19. Concern that the prcpose? rrp;.-ian managemelit policy 
could drastically effect indLvrdual ranchers, perhaps even to the 
point of forcing them out of business. 

20. Increase the emphasis on the salvage of dead and dylng 
trees on a timely basis to ensure that they are harvested while 
they are still in a marketable condition. 

In summary, Barney County supports a multiaged forest managed on 
a sustained yield basis that emphasizes the continued production 
of quality Ponderosa Pine that will permit an allowable cut  that 
will maintain the counties' work force and stabilize the economic 
return to the county for now and for the future. We believe that 
by considering our comments and recommendations and with the 
Forest Service's expertise that a plan can be developed that vi11 
protect our economic base and still provide for the amenities 
that cause nost of us to live here. 

I appreciate Very much the effort8 of Burns District Ranger Hal 
Beamer and the Malheur Forest's planning staff to review and 
explain the plan to the Court. It was very informational and 
helpEul and made the plan more understandable. They are to be 
commended for the pcofessronal manner in which they presented and 
explained the planning process. 

Please feel free t o  contact me if you have any questions or if I 
can expand on any of our thoughts. 

Sincerely. 

Dale White 
Barney County Judge 

e tdL..LC 

DW:ed 

cc: K. Norman Johnson 
Federal Plan Coordznator 

October 7, 1987 

Malheur National Forest Supervisor 
139 N.E. Dayton 
John Day, Oregon 97845 

Dear Sir: 

Members of the Prairie City Council have attended 
several of the information programs on the Malheur 
Forest Plan (Alternatlve PI. They have expressed 
concern that Dixie Creek Drarnage IS not listed 
as a Municlpal watershed. 

Thc Prairie City Council would like to go on record 
as rcqucsting that thc Dixie Crcok Drninagc bc con- 
sidered as a primary watershed for the City of Pralric 
Czty. 

we are now in the process of expanding and improving 
our water source on Dixie Creek. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

cc: Long Creek Ranger, 
Long Creek District 


